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ABSTRACT

ASSESSING THE EFFECT OF A DIVERSITY COURSE ON
COLLEGE STUDENTS’ READINESS FOR
SOCIAL ACTION ENGAGEMENT
MAY 2008
STEPHANIE L. BURRELL, B.A., KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
M.Ed., KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Dr. Barbara J. Love
One student learning goal for social diversity courses is to help students develop
the knowledge and skills necessary to take action against policies and practices in society
that are antithetical to a diverse democracy. This democratic outcome is described in the
literature as social action engagement (Hurtado, Nelson Laird, Landreman, Engberg, &
Fernandez, 2002). Previous studies have found that enrollment in a diversity course
positively influences the importance students’ place on social action engagement, their
commitment and confidence to engage in social action, and their motivation to promote
social justice. However, there is a dearth of research that examines which course
processes and activities in diversity courses students believe affect their readiness to
engage in actions that will interrupt and eradicate social oppression in society. Readiness
in this study refers to a person’s competence and desire to engage in a specific task
(Hershey, 2004).
The primary method for this assessment is an analysis of 60 students responses to
a series of two vignettes administered at the beginning and end of a social diversity
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course that describe a situation involving a social justice issue. In addition, six students
were interviewed to provide data in their own words about the course processes and
activities they believe are most effective in increasing their readiness for social action
engagement.
Students did not identify or analyze the problem accurately on most vignettes over
time. However, students were less likely to deny that a problem existed in the incidents
described in each scenario on the post-test. Students maintained their motivation to take
action in the scenarios over the course of the semester and their ability to identify action
strategies and potential risks. In addition, students showed increased confidence and
intention to engage in social action by the end of the course. Students who responded to
the sexism vignette showed the most change over time in comparison to the other
vignettes. Six themes emerged from the interviews. The themes derived from the
interview data are lived experiences, perspective-taking, critical thinking, empathy,
personal awareness and self-confidence.
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CHAPTER 1
DIVERSITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION
Introduction
In the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, many American citizens are examining the
extent to which race and class played a part in how the government responded toward the
victims. American citizens have charged government agencies and officials with racism
and classism because they believe the response time toward the victims was slow since
the majority of the victims were poor, Black, and Latino. In addition, many people
experience the language used to describe the hurricane victims as racially-biased. For
example, American citizens were referred to as “refugees,” a term typically used to
describe non-citizens looking for political asylum. Citizens in search of food after the
hurricane were described differently in the media; Black Americans were described as
“looters,” while White Americans were described as “finders.” The national debate
following this disaster illustrates one parameter of the work that needs to be done in the
US on issues of diversity.
Many colleges and universities believe educating students about issues of
diversity is integral to their missions (Smith, 1997; AACU, 1995). One way they have
met this mission is through the implementation of a diversity or multicultural requirement
as part of their graduation requirements. According to Humphreys (2000), 54% of
colleges and universities have diversity requirements in place and another 8% are in the
process of developing one. Fifty to 75 percent of four-year colleges have expanded their
curricular offerings to meet this educational and societal need (Hurtado et al., 1999). One
such example is social diversity courses.
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Statement of the Problem
One student learning goal for social diversity courses is to help students develop
the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to take action against policies and practices
in society that are antithetical to a diverse democracy (Banks, 2001; Adams, Bell, &
Griffin, 1997). Hurtado, Nelson Laird, Landreman, Engberg, & Fernandez, (2002)
describe this student outcome as “social action engagement” (p.27). It is defined as
“students’ desire to take actions in their communities and relationships in order to end
social injustices” (Nelson Laird, Engberg, & Hurtado, 2005, p. 468). Engaging in social
action takes commitment, knowledge, confidence, and skill (Adams et al, 1997; Nagda,
Gurin, Lopez, 2003; Nagda, Kim, & Truelove, 2004). A number of studies have found
that enrollment in a diversity course positively influences the importance students’ place
on social action engagement, their commitment and confidence to engage in social action,
and their motivation to promote social justice (Hurtado et al, 2002; Nelson Laird et al.,
2003; Nagda et al., 2004; Zuniga, Williams, & Berger, 2005). However, there is a dearth
of research that explores how students’ believe their experiences in a diversity course
prepares them to engage in actions that will interrupt and eradicate social oppression in
society.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness of a social diversity course
in increasing students’ readiness for social action engagement. The primary method for
this assessment was an analysis of students responses to a series of two vignettes
administered at the beginning and end of the course. In addition, six students were
interviewed to provide data in the students’ own words about the course processes,
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activities, goals and objectives that they believe are most effective in increasing their
readiness for social action engagement. Readiness in this study is defined as a person's
willingness and ability to perform a particular task (Hershey, 2004). Social action
engagement refers to students’ willingness to eradicate social oppression within their
sphere of influence (Nelson Laird, Engberg, & Hurtado, 2003).
Research Questions
The following research question guided this investigation:
1.

What is the impact of a social diversity course on students readiness for social
action engagement?

This question was pursued by looking at students’ pre-post responses to two prepared
vignettes describing a situation involving a social justice issue. To answer this research
question, I examined the following sub-questions:
A.

Is there an increase in students’ competence for social action engagement
as indicated by:
a.

Evidence of change in students’ identification of knowledge and skills
that would prepare them for social action engagement.

b. Evidence of an increase in students’ ability to accurately identify and
analyze a social justice issue.
c.

Evidence of an increase in students’ ability to identify appropriate
action strategies.

B.

Is there an increase in students’ willingness to engage in social action as
indicated by :
a.

Evidence of an increase in motivation to engage in social action.
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b. Evidence of an increase in self-confidence to engage in social action.
C.

Is there evidence of change in students’ perception of risk involved in
social action engagement?

D.

Is there evidence of change in students’ perceived intention (likelihood to
take action and attitudinal change) to engage in social action; and what are
the factors students identify as influencing those intentions?
Significance of the Study

An examination of social diversity courses is significant for three main reasons.
First, Checkoway (2001) contends that in order for a democracy to function successfully
in the future, “students must be prepared to understand their own identities, communicate
with people who are different from themselves, and build bridges across cultural
differences in the transition to a more diverse society” (p.127). According to Nelson Laird
(2003) the overall objective of diversity education is for college students to acquire
capabilities needed to engage in social and political actions geared toward creating social
change. As our society becomes more complex, so does the need to design curriculum
that reflects that complexity. Examining the learning goals from diversity courses can
help educators further reflect on what type of knowledge, attitudes, and skills students
need to learn to live effectively in a diverse democratic society.
Second, the diversity movement in higher education continues to be contested on
college campuses. Critics, such as Warren (1995) and Schlesinger (1991) believe
diversity initiatives, such as diversity courses, provide no educational value to students.
Data collected from social diversity courses reveal the knowledge and skills all college
students gain through interactions with students from diverse backgrounds and
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multicultural content inside the college classroom. For example, students who enrolled in
diversity courses have shown an increase in their intellectual engagement and motivation
(Gurin et al, 2002), critical thinking skills (Hurtado, 2001; Gurin et al, 2002; Tsui, 1999),
and writing skills (Hurtado, 2001). Apart from their relationship to issues of diversity
these are skills that are critical for all studets to acquire.
Third, helping students realize their responsibility for upholding the tenets of our
democracy is critical; especially when there is evidence that discrimination still exists on
college campuses and in society (Suarez-Balcazar et al., 2003; McCormack, 1998; Nora
& Cabrera, 1996; See reports on Hurricane Katrina). The classroom is a powerful place
for students to discuss issues that continue to plague our nation and learn how they can
play a role in ensuring our nation is just for all its citizens. Several research studies have
shown that students who enroll in diversity courses become culturally aware about social
groups (Astin, 1993b; Hurtado, 2001; Gurin, 1999), show less prejudice in their thinking
about others (Chang, 2002); increase their awareness of systemic and social inequities in
society (Nagda, Gurin, and Lopez, 2003); and increase the level of importance students
place on social action engagement (Hurtado et al, 2002; Nelson Laird, Engberg, &
Hurtado, 2003).
Background of the Study
Concept of Diversity
The concept of diversity has various meanings. Fifty percent of Americans believe
that diversity means different ethnicity, race, nationality or culture (AACU, 1999).
Diversity has been associated with multiculturalism, minorities, underrepresented groups,
or marginalized peoples in society as well as on college campuses (Smith, 1997). Canetto,
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Yang, Borrayo, & Timpson (2003) argue for a broad and context specific definition of
diversity that encompasses multiple dimensions of social identity such as race/ethnicity,
gender, social class, sexual orientation, age, religion, language practices, and
physical/mental ability. Schuck (2003) views diversity as something that society places
value on socially or personally with a political meaning attached. Siegel (2003) contends
that diversity has become “a key metaphor for such ideals as open-mindedness,
sympathetic engagement with people and issues, the ability to understand and appreciate
the life circumstances and perspectives of others, border crossing, cross-cultural
competence, and even intellectual dexterity” (p. 8).
According to Smith (1997) the meaning of campus diversity has moved beyond
the number of groups represented on campus to include the strategies faculty and
administrators have implemented to address the historical exclusion of particular social
identity groups. Hurtado (1999), Milem & Hakuta (2000), and Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, &
Gurin (2002) have each provided a framework conceptualizing campus diversity in higher
education.
Milem and Hakuta (2000) propose three types of diversity that have an impact on
student outcomes in higher education. They are: structural diversity, diversity-related
initiatives, and diversity interactions. Each type of diversity impacts the other and is
believed to be diminished if one of them is absent in the college environment (Hurtado,
1999; Milem & Hakuta, 2000; Gurin et al., 2002).
Structural diversity refers to the number of students from different racial/ethnic
groups represented in the student population at a college or university (Milem & Hakuta,
2000). Hurtado (1999) and Gurin et al. (2002) include structural diversity in their
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frameworks as well, with a focus on racial/ethnic diversity. Diversity-related initiatives
represent the different ways students are exposed to diversity on campus through
activities such as academic courses or sensitivity training workshops. Gurin et al. (2002)
focus specifically on the college classroom. According to Gurin et al., classroom diversity
refers to what students learn about diverse groups (content knowledge) and the
experiences they gain in the classroom with racially and ethnically diverse peers. Lastly,
diversity interactions are the “exchanges students have with racially and ethnically
diverse people as well as diverse ideas, information, and experiences” (Milem & Hakuta,
2000, p. 43). Gurin et al. (2002) describes diversity interactions as the informal
interactions students have with one another outside of the classroom, more specifically,
the amount and quality of these interactions they have with racially and ethnically diverse
peers.
Hurtado (1999) has developed a framework that includes the structural and
interactional elements described by Milem & Hakuta (2000) and Gurin et al. (2002) and
extends them to include the dimensions that influence the campus climate when
considering issues of racial and ethnic diversity:
An institution’s historical legacy of inclusion/exclusion of various racial ethnic
groups, its structural diversity in terms of numerical representation of various
racial/ethnic groups, the psychological climate which includes perceptions and
attitudes between and among groups, and a behavioral dimension that is
characterized by relations among various racial/ethnic groups on campus (p.5-6)
Clearly, Hurtado (1999), Milem and Hakuta (2000), and Gurin et al. (2002), equate
diversity with racial/ethnic diversity. This appears to be the case in most research studies
focusing on diversity issues in higher education as well. According to Young (2001) there
is much controversy surrounding the fact that data collection used to make group
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comparisons about issues of social injustice has focused almost exclusively on race and
ethnicity—to the detriment of other social groups or categories. However, one of the key
issues put forth during the challenge to affirmative action in college admissions focused
on giving points to students who represented a racial or ethnic group that would bring
more racial diversity to their college campus (See Gratz vs. Bollinger, 2003). This may be
one explanation for the focus on racial and ethnic diversity in research studies and the
frameworks presented. The response to growing racial and ethnic diversity in educational
institutions is discussed in the next section.

Diversity Movement in Higher Education
Educators have responded to social diversity in the United States in myriad ways.
This section provides a brief historical overview describing the approaches colleges and
universities have taken toward an increasingly diverse student population.
According to Siegel (2003), public education has responded to diversity with
efforts to Americanize immigrant groups new to the United States. Siegel asserts that the
main function of schools was “to help assimilate newcomers to the dominant social,
cultural, and economic values of the country to prepare them for civic participation and
economic productivity” (p.10). Spring (2001) describes these efforts as a process of
deculturalization—the process in which the dominant group in society eradicates the
culture of subordinated groups and replaces it with their “superior” culture. Spring argues
that this educational process occurs while students are in school.
The movement of public schools to Americanize immigrants was exacerbated by
the nativist movement that developed among white, elite Americans in the 1920’s in

response to the growing number of Eastern and Southern Europeans arriving in the
United States (Suzuki, 1984; Butler, 1984; Banks, 2004). During this time there was a
push in public schools to facilitate the assimilation of these new immigrants. According
to Suzuki (1984) all white ethnic children were forced to learn a curriculum reflective of
the dominant culture, disciplined when they used their first language and their cultural
traditions were ridiculed in order to get them to comply with the demands of the
educational system.
Americanization, as a key goal of schooling, was joined by the intergroup
education movement of the 1930s. This movement was a result of the racial and ethnic
tensions that were mounting in the United States as immigration increased (Castaneda,
2004). According to Banks (2004) the major goal of this movement was “to help reduce
prejudice and create interracial understanding among students from diverse national,
religious, and racial groups” (p. 9). During that time, several scholars such as Horace
Kallen and W.E. B. Du Bois argued that cultural pluralism, instead of deculturalization,
was a democratic approach toward an increasingly diverse population (Boyer & Baptiste,
1996; McGee Banks, 2004). According to McGee Banks (2004) scholars at that time
believed that cultural diversity would enrich American society and argued that it was
possible for immigrants to assimilate while maintaining their cultural heritage. However,
some scholars contend that this movement was human relations training (Sleeter & Grant,
1987/1999) that focused on tolerating cultural diversity while maintaining the status quo
in schools and society.
During the 1960s, and the emergence of the civil rights movement, ethnic studies
courses were developed in response to people of color who challenged the relevance and
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validity of curriculum taught in schools and college classrooms (Suzuki, 1984; Lowy,
1995; Banks, 2001; Siegel, 2003; Aldridge, 2003). Students of color believed that what
they were learning did not accurately reflect their experiences, histories, cultures or
knowledge they brought to the classroom. Ethnic studies and multiethnic studies courses
focused on issues important to students of color as well as the oppression they faced in
society (Banks, 2004). The ethnic studies movement was complemented by multiethnic
education. Ethnic studies scholars began to realize that curricular change alone did not
affect the structural inequities students faced in schools or universities (Banks, 2004).
This became the aim of multiethnic education—to teach students of color the processes
necessary to create change at the institutional level. Advocates wanted to reduce the
inequities that existed in schools and universities within and outside the classroom. The
goal of reducing structural inequalities in schools and universities soon became an
objective for other social groups in the United States. One example was American
women.
Women in the US began to voice their frustration with sexism in private and
public spheres of their lives in the 1970s. Through consciousness-raising groups during
the feminist movement, many women were able to disclose the prejudice and
discrimination they faced at home and in the workplace (Sarachild, 1978). This
movement led to the implementation of women’s studies courses and programs (Boxer,
1982). The goal of women’s studies, according to the National Women’s Studies
Association (1982), is to make all women aware of the inequities that exist in their lives
and spread a vision of a “world free from sexism and racism.” Demands for equality from
other marginalized groups (i.e., working class white ethnics, people with disabilities and
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gay, lesbian and bisexual groups) who felt disenfranchised in schools and society quickly
followed (Banks, 2004). As a result, the field of multicultural education emerged
primarily through the efforts of members of subordinated groups seeking an education
that reflected their experience in society (Suzuki, 1984; Boyle-Baise, 1999).
Colleges and universities made similar responses to the increase of racial and
ethnic diversity in higher education. Musil (1997) argues that there have been five
approaches toward diversity in colleges and universities. First, she believes that the initial
reaction was to “suppress it.” Instead of learning about differences in the classroom, some
educators and campus leaders maintained that our US common knowledge and values be
the center of college curriculum (Allen & Allen, 2003). Banks (2001) agrees with the idea
of a common core of knowledge for students in the US, but questions who will be
involved in the creation of that knowledge and whose interests will be served. Leistyna &
Woodrum (1996) contend that enforcing a common culture or “common sense” among
citizens can limit the possibility for a critical multicultural democracy. D’Souza (1991)
criticized the multiculturalism movement because he believed advocates wanted to
substitute the Western canon with a “feel-good” curriculum that lacked criticism of
marginalized social groups in the United States.
The second way colleges or universities have responded to diversity is to
“segregate it.” Here, differences are recognized, but marginalized. For example, ethnic
studies and women’s studies program were added as options for students who demanded
that there be academic courses and programs that acknowledged and represented their
knowledge and experience in society. While some colleges and universities
accommodated these demands, many of these programs were not fully integrated into the

11

academy, lacked an adequate number of faculty to focus on these areas full-time, and had
limited funding to build their programs (Butler & Schmitz, 1992; Yee, 1997).
“Opposing” diversity is a third way Musil (1997) contends educators react to
growing diversity on college campuses. The primary reason cited for opposing diversity is
the need to protect the canon (Musil, 1997). For some, diversifying the curriculum means
“attacking the intellectual traditions of the West in an attempt to supplant the white male
perspective” (Siegel, 2003, p.l 1). The diversity movement is seen as a method that
devalues the knowledge and experiences of “great and well respected” philosophers and
theoreticians and replaces it with information that is considered the “truth” for a minority
of Americans.
Fourth, many colleges and universities have decided to “celebrate” diversity
instead of opposing it. Diversity is depicted as “we are all valuable and have something to
contribute to society” (Musil, 1997, p. 201). However, the approach taken on many
college campuses is to celebrate the contributions of various cultural groups without any
connection to or mention of the inequities many individuals and social groups face in the
United States, currently or historically (Banks 2001, Hu-Dehart, 2001).
“Engaging” with diversity “critically” is the fifth response described by Musil
(1997). Educators who endorse a critical approach to education believe that the
knowledge, histories, and the experiences of all Americans, especially those voices that
have been silenced in college classrooms, are essential to learn if we want a more
complete story and picture of the United States (Giroux & McLaren, 1996).
In addition to the responses described by Musil (1997), some colleges and
universities have begun efforts to move beyond the recognition of differences to a
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stronger commitment to social justice education (Adams, Bell, & Griffin, 1997).
According to Adams (n. d.), several institutions have established social justice education
programs or concentrations that give attention to systemic manifestations of oppression in
the US as well as the strategies necessary to challenge social injustice in society. This
change is significant in that some scholars contend the concept of diversity has moved
away from its original liberatory goal—dismantling racism in all aspects of higher
education—to recognizing, celebrating, and managing differences (Hu-DeHart, 2000).

Importance of Diversity on College Campuses
According to the 2000 census, racial and ethnic diversity has grown in the United
States population since 1990. People of Hispanic or Latino/a descent accounted for most
of the growth with Asians coming in second (Census, 2000). The current population of
the US is approximately 75 percent White, 13 percent Latino/a, 12 percent Black/African
American, one percent American Indian & Alaska Native, and four percent Asian/Pacific
Islander (Census, 2000). According to the President’s Initiative on Race (1997), by the
year 2050 the population in the United States will be approximately 53 percent White, 14
percent Black, one percent American Indian & Alaska Native, eight percent Asian/Pacific
Islander, and 25 percent Latino/a. Nationally, Black and Latino/a students comprise onethird of the student population in public schools, Asians four percent, and Native
Americans one percent (Frankenberg, Lee, & Orfield, 2003).
At the same time, many students are experiencing racial and ethnic segregation in
their neighborhoods and school districts (Guarasci & Cornwell, 1997; Frankenberg, Lee,
& Orfield, 2003; Logan, 2004). According to Siegel (2003) most children attend schools
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with peers of their same racial group. Racial segregation has increased in high schools,
nationally, as well (Milem, 2000). Thus, college may be the first time students live and
learn with people who are different than themselves (Milem & Hakuta, 2000). Colleges
and universities can provide students with opportunities to interact with one another
formally and informally (Zuniga, Nagda, & Sevig, 2002); in turn, interrupting the
segregation students have experienced in other areas of their lives.
Recent studies have shown that students of color are more likely to perceive a
discriminatory campus climate, sense more prejudice on the part of faculty, staff and
other students, and are more prone to report negative in-class experiences than White
students (Suarez-Balcazar et al., 2003; McCormack, 1998; Nora & Cabrera, 1996). Nora
& Cabrera (1996) report that discrimination interferes with students’ ability to be
successful academically. Educators and administrators must consider these factors when
determining whether diversity initiatives are an essential part of the college curriculum.
Social diversity is important on college campuses because of the educational
benefits it provides for college students, social institutions, and society (Hurtado et al.,
1999; Milem & Hakuta, 2000; Orfield & Kurlaender, 2001; Smith, 1997). Milem &
Hakuta (2000) describe the educational benefits of racial/ethnic diversity in four distinct
ways. They are: individual benefits, institutional benefits, economic and private sector
benefits, and societal benefits. Individual benefits for college students are higher-order
thinking skills (Chang 2003), greater openness to diversity (Pascarella, Edison, Hagedorn,
& Terenzini, 1996), greater satisfaction with the college experience (Astin, 1993), and
greater commitment to increasing racial tolerance (Gurin, 1999; Gurin et al., 2002).
Institutional benefits include more diverse course offerings, more student-centered
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approaches to teaching and learning, and more research focused on issues of diversity and
multiculturalism (Chang, 2003). Economic and private sector benefits include a
workforce that is more culturally competent, more innovative and creativity, and are
better problem-solvers. Societal benefits include a larger population of citizens engaged
in social issues, that live and work in more desegregated environments after leaving
college (Gurin, 1999), and are less likely to engage in prejudicial thinking with regard to
racial/ethnic groups (Milem & Hakuta, 2000).
A growing number of research studies have found that engagement with diversity
plays a significant role in college student learning and development (Astin, 1993;
Hurtado, 2002; Pascarella et al., 1996; Whitt et al, 2001; Zuniga, Williams, & Berger,
2005). In their landmark study, Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin (2002) found that
racial/ethnic diversity on college campuses had a positive impact on learning outcomes,
such as critical thinking and intellectual engagement. Democratic outcomes, such as,
increased participation in volunteer programs and being able to view the world from
diverse perspectives are additional educational benefits (Gurin et al., 2002). This was the
first study that provided an empirical framework for the impact of diversity on student
outcomes. Prior to this study, anecdotal reports comprised the majority of the evidence
provided in court cases challenging the use of affirmative action in college admission
decisions (Gurin et al., 2002).
Smith and Schonfeld (2000) believe that increasing the number of racially and
ethnically diverse students on campus suggests that colleges and universities are
committed to the concept and goals of diversity. In addition, it “creates greater
opportunities for social support, role models, and mentoring for students as well as
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greater opportunities for individuals to be seen as an individual, thus breaking down
stereotypes" (p.18). The authors point out that racial and ethnic diversity must exist on
campus in the student population, and among faculty, staff, and administration for any
diversity initiative^) to be successful. They are careful to clarify that numbers alone do
not create the kind of environment necessary for diverse groups of students to learn the
skills necessary to become culturally competent citizens. However, they contend that the
ability of educators and campus leaders to teach students the principles of social justice
becomes more difficult when perspectives from diverse social groups are
underrepresented within and outside the college classroom.

Criticisms of Diversity' Movement
The diversity movement in higher education has not been embraced by everyone.
Three major criticisms of the diversity movement in higher education are examined in
this section.
The first criticism of the diversity movement is that its focus on cultural
differences is detrimental to a common American identity (Schlesinger. 1991). According
to .Aden &. .Allen (2003) the ''argument in favor of diversity is the enemy of the notion of
a common heritage in the United States as well as among all citizens of the United States"
(p. 44). This notion implies that centering diversity or highlighting our differences in the
United States will lead to conflict and interfere with the progress of our democracy. In
response to this criticism. Banks (1993 ) asserts that the goal of multicultural education is
"to help unify a deeply divided nation rather than divide a highly cohesive one" (cited in
Gay. 1997. p.6). According to the Association of .American Colleges and Universities
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(1995), “Intellectual diversity, dialogue and deliberation constitute distinctive strengths of
American higher education” (p. xi). College students must understand that disagreements
and conflicts are acceptable in a participatory democracy and can be positive if the
strategies used in and outside of the classroom do not sustain or recreate dominant and
subordinated positions experienced in daily life (AACU, 1995, Gurin et al., 2002).
A second criticism of the diversity movement is the belief that advocates for
diversity in higher education want to replace one grand narrative with another. In this
case, proponents are accused of wanting to revise the history of the United States by
replacing the dominant worldview of white males with the ideology of marginalized
social groups (Siegel, 2003). Through eliminating the dominant ideology of white males,
subordinated groups would be able to position themselves as a privileged group in society
(Allen & Allen, 2003). The implication is that marginalized groups want to gain social
power through discrediting the authenticity of the intellectual traditions of the West.
Foucault (1980) contends that knowledge is power and is always contested. This means
that whoever controls what knowledge and traditions are reproduced (Feagin, 2001) from
generation to generation determines whose story is credible and valuable (Love, 2004).
Critics, such as Schlesinger (1991) and (D'Souza, 1991) charge subordinated groups with
wanting to suppress the knowledge of the dominant group (i.e., white, elite, heterosexual,
able-bodied, Christian males) in the United States. Scholars of diversity education want to
“recover and reconstruct” the knowledge and experiences of those citizens who have been
ignored or silenced in history (Hu-Dehart, 2001), not erase it. According to Takaki
(2001), the campaign against multiculturalism is about fear of a changing racial and
ethnic composition in the United States that will challenge the traditional notion of
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America as a White society and what “Whiteness” means in this country. Moreover,
Takaki believes that this debate reflects the dominant groups’ fear of losing importance,
influence, and power in the United States.
A third criticism of the diversity movement is that diversity education or training
focuses on “managing diversity” rather than political action (Mohanty, 2003). According
to Mohanty (2003), diversity training focuses on changing the attitudes of individuals (to
control diversity) instead of challenging structural inequalities. She writes,
prejudice reduction workshops [for examplel can be useful in addressing deepseated psychological attitudes.. .the danger resides in remaining at the level of
personal support and evaluation, and thus often undermining the necessity for
broad-based political organization and action (p. 209).
Lasch-Quinn (2001) believes that diversity education or training spends too much time on
“psychologizing” individuals by providing them a “cultural reeducation” through therapy¬
like strategies. Lasch-Quinn suggests that the focus of diversity education be realigned
with the original goals of the civil rights movement—“justice and equality”—and
challenges diversity educators and trainers to place their attention on issues she believes
to be larger problems for our nation; “poverty, violence, structural inequality, and
discrimination” (p. 10). In the next section, the elements of college level diversity courses
are outlined in order to distinguish them from other college courses.

Elements of College Level Social Diversity Courses
Though the literature delineating the element of social diversity courses is limited
(Nelson Laird, 2001, 2003), scholars have begun to describe the components of diversity
courses (Humphreys, 1997). According to Timpson (2003) social diversity courses
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“incorporate a critical analysis of various dimensions of diversity” (p.10). Timpson et al.
(2003) describe the dimensions of diversity as race and ethnicity, age, culture, gender,
social class, religion, sexual orientation, national origin, language practices, and physical
disabilities.
Nelson Laird (2001, 2003) has designed a framework for delineating the elements
of social diversity courses. Nelson Laird’s (2003) framework describes ten elements of
diversity courses based on a “critical examination of models drawn primarily from
multicultural or diversity education literature” (p. 4). He places these elements on a
continuum and then illustrates how they can be used together to determine whether a
course can be labeled a diversity course. Nelson Lairds’ framework is useful for faculty
deciding whether a course in their department meets the college or university diversity
requirement and for researchers wanting to study diversity courses.
The diversity course elements identified by Nelson Laird (2003) include
purpose/goals, content, theoretical foundations, learners, instructors, pedagogy, classroom
environment, evaluation, adjustment, and curricular location. The first element
purpose/goals, refers to the general student learning goals of a course. The subject matter
within which the learning experiences of a course are embedded is the content (Stark &
Lattuca, 1997). Theoretical foundations, the third element, describe the way knowledge is
constructed in a course. Information relating to whom the academic plan is devised, refers
to the learners or students in a course (Stark & Lattuca, 1997). Instructors, the fifth
element, are the individuals “charged with planning and facilitating a course” (Nelson
Laird, 2003, p. 19). The sixth element, pedagogy, refers to the instructional processes
implemented in a course to facilitate learning. The classroom environment is the setting
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in which learning takes place and where interactions occur between students. Evaluation,
the eighth element, refers to the strategies educators utilize to determine if the learning
outcomes have been met (Stark & Lattuca, 1997). Adjustment includes any changes made
to the academic plan based on information from the evaluation (Stark & Lattuca, 1997).
The last course element to consider during academic planning is curricular location.
According to Nelson Laird (2003) this element describes where a course is situated within
a discipline or department at a college or university.
Nelson Laird (2003) suggests examining how inclusive of diversity each element
used in curriculum planning is when designing a diversity course or determining whether
a course is reflects a diversity course. For instance, Nelson Laird (2001) contends if the
content selected for a course represents a monocultural perspective (diverse perspectives
are not recognized, dominant group perspective is prominent), or an additive approach (a
few perspectives of marginalized groups are added to the content, but dominant group
perspective is still prominent), or reflects a multicultural perspective (multiple viewpoints
are the standard, no one standpoint dominates the curriculum) determines whether a
course is a diversity course. According to Nelson Laird (2003), a course with content that
incorporates a multicultural perspective qualifies as a diversity course more than one that
utilizes a monocultural perspective. This framework was useful in selecting which social
diversity courses to select for this study.
Researcher’s Location
I taught my first social diversity course in fall 1998 without a solid theoretical
background. The learning goals for the course were determined through negotiation with
my co-teacher and from my own experiences with oppression. My location as a Black,
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working-class woman in the United States, provided the experiential framework from
which to draw ideas for goals for the course. In addition, attending schools where the
population was either predominantly black or predominantly white provided additional
background data to inform my teaching. According to Dewey (1938) there is an organic
connection between education and personal experience. My personal experiences with
racism, sexism, and classism gave me the confidence and knowledge to teach about
issues of diversity. At that time, I would describe my pedagogy as, “doing what felt
natural.” I relied on my intuition and common sense most of the time. Those strategies
were sufficient to get me through most classes, but eventually I wanted more information
about teaching social diversity courses. I wanted to learn the theory undergirding
pedagogy as well as frameworks and models for the ideas I sought to teach. Through this
study, I hope to expand knowledge and understanding of educational philosophy and
pedagogical practices that facilitate effective teaching about social diversity in the United
States.
Definitions of Key Terms
Diversity courses: Refers to any course that addresses issues such as race, ethnicity, social
class, gender, sexuality, or religion as a single-focus or inclusively (UC Davis, 1997).
Dominant group: Also referred to as agent or privileged group, describes groups who
have “greater access to social power and privilege” and are seen as the “norm” in society
(Griffin, 1997; Harro, 2000).
Intention: The likelihood that someone will perform a particular behavior (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975).
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Isms: refers to different forms of oppression such as, racism, sexism, classism, or
linguicism.
Liberation: refers to the “process of resisting oppressive forces and striving toward
psychological and political well-being” (Prilleltensky, 2003).
Non-dominant group: Also referred to as target, subordinated, or marginalized group,
describes groups who are “disenfranchised, exploited, and targets of prejudice and
discrimination” (Hardiman & Jackson, 1997; Harro, 2000).
Social Oppression: refers to a relationship among social groups in society that is “unequal
or asymmetrical where social power and resources are granted unjustly” and benefits one
group at the expense of another (Dalton, Elias, & Wandersman, 2001)
Readiness: is defined as a person’s willingness and ability to perform a particular task
(Hershey, 2004).
Social Action Engagement: “Students’ willingness to end social injustice in their
relationships and communities” (Hurtado et al, 2001).
Social diversity: is defined in a broad context to include the multiple social categories
represented in the United States (i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, social class, sexual
orientation, religion, age, physical/mental ability, and language practices).
Social Group: refers to a group of “persons differentiated from one another by cultural
elements, practices, or way of life” (Young, 2001).
Delimitations and Scope of the Study
This study explores college students’ readiness and intention for social action
engagement and describes how their experience in a college level diversity course
prepares and motivates them to interrupt social oppression. Higher education is the
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context for this study. Most research studies that focus on diversity courses occurred in
that context. For that reason I have not reviewed studies that look at diversity courses in
k-12. The literature review for this study was drawn from ethnic studies, women's
studies, multicultural education, social justice education, psychology, sociology,
counseling and social work. Multicultural education and social justice education are
included in this review because their principles and practice are informed by ethnic
studies and women’s studies. Ethnic studies and women's studies were selected because
historically, they have served as a catalyst for diversity education (Siegel, 2003; Banks,
2001; LaBelle & Ward, 1996). Psychology and sociology inform all of the areas of study
mentioned above and include strategies about teaching diversity in their literature as well.
Social work and counseling has examined diversity issues in their practice for years and
provides additional strategies for teaching diversity education. The course selected for
this study, EDUC 210, Social Diversity in Education, is housed under the social justice
education program and fulfills the domestic diversity general education requirement at the
University of Massachusetts Amherst.

Organization of the Study
Chapter one includes the purpose of the study, the research questions, and a
historical overview of the diversity movement in higher education. Chapter two presents a
review of the literature that includes an examination of studies that assess the impact of
college level diversity courses on student outcomes, a description of the concept of social
action engagement, and a framework for assessing this concept with students enrolled in a
diversity course. Chapter three describes the research methodology employed in this
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study, including data collection procedures and analysis. Chapter four presents the results
from the vignettes administered to students and chapter five describes the themes that
emerged from the interviews. Chapter six is a cross-vignette comparison of the results.
Chapter seven provides a summary of the major findings as well as implications for
teaching and future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter provides a review of the literature on college level social diversity
courses. This review begins with an analysis of studies examining the impact of diversity
courses on student outcomes in higher education. The concept of social action
engagement is described and recent studies examining this concept are discussed. An
emerging framework for assessing college students’ readiness and intention for social
action engagement is presented in the last section of this review.
Diversity Courses and Student Outcomes
American research universities were established with a civic mission
(Checkoway, 2001). Checkoway (2001) describes this mission as preparing students to
become active citizens in a diverse democracy and helping them develop the abilities
necessary to improve the practice of community within the United States. Many colleges
and universities now believe preparing college students for effective participation in a
diverse democracy is integral to their mission (Hurtado et al., 1999). Several reasons can
explain this change, such as, a more culturally diverse US population, an economy that is
more global, and the continued existence of discrimination and structural inequalities
throughout societal institutions (Smith, 1997; AACU, 1995).
One way colleges and universities have attempted to meet this mission is through
the establishment of a diversity or multicultural requirement as part of their general
education programs. Fifty to 75 percent of four-year colleges have expanded their
curricular offerings to meet this need (Hurtado et al., 1999). Typically, students are
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allowed to select one or two courses from a wide range of established courses placed
under the rubric of general education programs to meet a diversity or multicultural
requirement (Levine & Cureton, 1992; Musil, 1996; Humphreys, 1997; Chang, 2002).
Diversity courses, in this study, are those courses where the dimensions of
diversity found in the United States (i.e., race and ethnicity, age, culture, gender, social
class, religion, sexual orientation, national origin, language practices, and physical
disabilities) are the central focus for analysis in the course. Nelson Laird (2003) provides
a framework to answer the question, “What makes a course a diversity course?”
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According to Nelson Laird, a diversity course includes content and instructional practices
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that are sensitive to the diversity that exist in college classrooms. Ethnic and women’s
studies courses are examples of diversity courses. Multicultural education and social
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justice education are other areas of studies where diversity courses can be found. In
general, most institutions list a broad range of diversity courses for students to choose
from under their diversity or multicultural general education requirement (Humphreys,
1997).
Diversity courses, even with variability among the type of instructional practices
employed, appear to have an impact on student learning and development (Nelson Laird,
2003). For example, studies have shown a positive association with enrollment in ethnic
and/or women’s studies and learning outcomes such as, intellectual engagement and
motivation (Gurin et al, 2002), critical thinking skills (Hurtado, 2001; Gurin et al, 2002;
Tsui, 1999), and writing skills (Hurtado, 2001). Studies have also shown a positive
relationship between enrollment in diversity course and democratic outcomes (Gurin et
al., 2002). This outcome is defined as students’ ability to live effectively in a pluralistic
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democracy (Gurin et al, 2002). Students who enroll in ethnic or women’s studies show
increased cultural awareness (Astin, 1993; Hurtado, 2001), reduced racial prejudice
(Chang, 2002), greater commitment to promote racial understanding (Antony, 1993;
Hyun, 1994; Vogelgesang, 2001); increased awareness of structural inequalities among
social groups (Lopez, 1993); perspective-taking (Gurin, Nagda, & Lopez, 2004); greater
sociopolitical consciousness (Henderson-King & Stewart, 1999), increased commitment
to social activism and promoting social justice (Vogelgesang, 2001; Zuniga et al, 2005)
and a greater sense of commonality of values among social groups in the US (Gurin et al,
2004).
Finally, Villalpondo (1994) found that students from various racial/ethnic
backgrounds reported overall greater satisfaction in college if they had participated in a
variety of diversity-related initiatives. This study and others are part of a growing body of
research that provide evidence that racial/ethnic diversity and diversity-related activities,
such as diversity courses or cultural awareness workshops, provide educational benefits
for all students.
Several classroom-based studies involving diversity courses have shown a
positive influence on student outcomes (Nelson Laird, 2001) as well. Most of the studies
examined the impact of diversity courses on affective outcomes, such as, students’
attitudes and/or beliefs about diversity. For example, enrollment in diversity courses has
been linked to students developing positive beliefs about cultural diversity personally or
professionally (Weisman & Garza, 2002; Middleton, 2002; Torok & Aguilar, 2000;
Pedras, White, & Schmidt, 1996; Moore & Reeves-Kazelskis, 1992), greater cultural
sensitivity (Bakari, 2000; Nel, 1992), increased comfort with diversity issues (Barry,
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1996) more tolerant attitudes (Palmer, 2000), less stereotypical racial attitudes (Bakari,
2000; Pedras et al, 1996; Tran, Young, DiLella, 1994); greater empathy toward diversity
issues (Kubal, Meyler, Stone, & Mauney, 2003; Carrell, 1997) and more positive views
about multicultural education (Adler & Confer, 1998; McMahon & Reeves, 1999;
Olmdeo, 1997; Moore et al, 1992).
Other studies have assessed students’ awareness, knowledge, and understanding
of cultural diversity and/or multicultural education (Nelson Laird, 2001). Studies have
shown that students who enroll in diversity courses have greater cultural awareness in
general and increased awareness about issues of diversity (Brown, E. L., 2004; Kubal et
al, 2003; Weisman & Garza, 2002; Peterson, Cross, Johnson, & Howell, 2000;
Schoorman & Camarillo, 2000; Garcia & Van Soest, 1997). In addition, students have
gained more multicultural content knowledge (Palmer, 2000; Torok & Aguilar, 2000) and
increased their understanding of cultural diversity or multicultural education (Morales,
2000; Sheets & Crew, 2000; Flood et al., 1994; McCain-Reid, 1994).
Along with gains in multicultural knowledge, students have shown growth in their
racial identity development (Lawrence 1998; Lawrence & Bunche, 1996), multicultural
self-development (Houser & Chevalier, 1996) and sociomoral development (Adams &
Zhou, 1994) after taking a diversity course. Studies have reported greater self-awareness
(Marin, 2000; Palmer, 2000), self-reflection (Garmon, 1998) among students in diversity
courses. Students have shown an increase in their complex thinking about social justice
issues (Adams & Zhou, 1994), such as, conceptualizations of racism (Bidell et al., 1994),
and structural thinking for social inequalities (Lopez, Gurin, Nagda, 1998) after taking a
diversity course.
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A few studies have examined outcomes from diversity courses that may impede
student learning and development (Nelson Laird, 2001). For instance, several authors
have written about various forms of student resistance exhibited in diversity courses, the
causes of resistance, and strategies to interrupt it during class (Chizik & Chizik, 2005;
Brown, 2004; McFalls & Cobb-Roberts, 2001; Carpenter, 2000; Chan & Treacy, 1996;
Ahlquist, 1991). Another study investigated whether students self-censor in diversity
courses (Hyde & Ruth, 2002). The study revealed that students may self-censor, but
identify shyness or class size as reasons more than issues of political correctness. Conflict
and tension that arises during classroom discussions was described in one study by
students and faculty as a ‘learning experience’ (Marin, 2000). While these studies provide
reasonable explanations for how these outcomes may lead to unintended educational
objectives for students, more studies are needed to investigate how student learning and
development can occur in spite of these obstacles (Nelson Laird, 2003).
Most of the studies presented thus far have shown positive associations between
diversity courses and student outcomes. Some studies found mixed results or no effect all
on student outcomes (Nelson Laird, 2001). In studies conducted by Chavez Chavez,
O'Donnell, & Gallegos (1994) and Carter (1997), students enrolled in diversity courses
did not develop culturally sensitive beliefs or racial attitudes and were unable to view
diversity issues from multiple perspectives. Students in two studies conducted by
Henderson-King & Kaleta (2000) and Brehm (1998) did not show greater tolerance
toward various social groups in the US. In one study, students maintained the perspective
that schooling is not about promoting multiculturalism or social justice (Cockrell, Placier,
Cockrell, & Middleton, 1999).
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In other studies, students did not show greater awareness about diversity issues
(Beagan, 2003), or increased cultural sensitivity (Larke, 1990). Students continued to
stereotype in one study (Brehm, 1998), and maintained their beliefs about multicultural
education (Montecinos & Rios, 1999) in another. Research conducted by Sparks &
Verner (1995) reported mixed results. While enrollment in discipline-specific diversity
courses did have a positive impact on students’ knowledge and attitude toward
multicultural education; students enrolled in multicultural field experiences did not
(Sparks & Verner, 1995).
In the next section, I will describe the major student learning goals for diversity
courses drawn from the literature. One of the major goals of diversity courses is to help
students develop the knowledge and skills needed to build an equitable and just
democracy (Nelson Laird et al., 2003). Most of the research studies examined thus far
assessed students’ attitudes and beliefs after enrolling in diversity courses. The following
section will discuss studies that have investigated the impact of diversity courses on
social action engagement (students’ willingness to engage in actions to create a just and
equitable society). The studies examined in this section provide the foundation for this
dissertation study.
Social Action Engagement and Diversity Courses
Educational Objectives of Social Diversity Courses
According to Humphreys (1997) faculty who teach diversity courses are reflecting
on questions that will help them consider what knowledge, attitudes, and skills are
necessary for students to develop in a pluralistic society. The following three questions
are examples: (1) what knowledge do students need to learn to live in a diverse
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democracy? (2) What abilities or skills will students need to develop in order to respond
to social justice issues effectively? (3) Which values and attitudes will help students
contribute to the success of a pluralistic democratic society? To explore what knowledge,
skills, and attitudes are necessary for students to develop in a pluralistic society, the
student learning goals for diversity courses are discussed in this section. Ethnic studies,
women’s studies, multicultural education, and social justice education literature was
examined to derive which student learning goals were consistent among all four
disciplines.
According to Nelson Laird (2003), there are four major learning goals for
diversity courses. The first goal is for “students to gain a greater understanding of self and
others especially with respect to the history and reality of different cultural groups within
»

(e.g., those defined by race, ethnicity, gender, class) society” (Nelson Laird, 2003, p. 15).
This goal was consistent among the ethnic and women’s studies, multicultural education,
and social justice education literature. For instance, goals from ethnic studies such as,
learning about the historical and socio-cultural perspectives of their identified social
group (Sleeter & Grant, 1999), and understanding how racial and ethnic differences
influence our US identity (Olguin & Schmitz, 1997), reflect goal number one. Under
women’s studies, goals such as becoming aware of how gender is socially constructed
(Macalister, 1999), and understanding the intersectionality of social identities (Butler &
Schmitz, 1992) reflect goal number one. Gaining self-awareness by viewing themselves
(students) from the perspectives of others (Banks, 1999) is a goal of multicultural
education that is consistent with the goal number one. Under social justice education,
students developing an awareness of their own social identities and the identities of others
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(Bell & Griffin, 1997; Adams & Marchesani, 1997), and gaining information about the
histories of social groups that comprise the US (M. Adams, personal communication,
February 15, 2005) reflect goal number one.
The second learning goal of diversity courses, according to Nelson Laird (2003) is
“to gain the necessary abilities to effectively function within their own and within and
across other cultural groups” (p. 15). Nelson Laird (2003) points out that the aim of this
goal is for students to become “culturally competent” and develop the ability to
communicate with one another in spite of cultural differences. In this review, certain
disciplines were more explicit than others with this goal or focused on one part of this
objective more than another. For ethnic studies, students developing the ability to
understand a culture through its “cultural expressions,” and how different racial and
ethnic groups interact with one another (Olguin & Schmitz, 1997) may lead to students
becoming culturally competent. Students developing abilities to live within their own
racial/ethnic communities, effectively, is more explicit (Sleeter & Grant, 1999). The same
can be said about women’s studies. Students understanding how social categories, such
as, race, gender, and class intersect (Musil, 1992; Macalister, 1999; Olguin & Schmitz,
1997), and understanding how complex and “fluid” multiple identities are for self and
others (Olguin & Schmitz, 1997) is an implicit goal for women’s studies. The assumption
here is that by acknowledging and understanding that multiple identities affect the
experience of women, students will become able to function effectively across cultural
differences. According to Schniedewind (1993) teaching students’ communication skills
that will assist them during dialogues about complex issues such as, sexism and racism, is
a goal of feminist pedagogy and reflects goal number two. The ability of students to
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function among many cultures or becoming “culturally competent” (Banks, 1999;
Bennett, 1999) is an explicit goal of multicultural education. Bennett (1999) writes,
the process of becoming interculturally competent or multicultural is one whereby
a person develops competencies in multiple ways of perceiving, evaluating,
believing, and doing and understanding and learning to negotiate cultural diversity
among nations as well as within a single nation (13).
Under social justice education, students developing an awareness of multiple
perspectives, and becoming comfortable with difference reflect the second goal.
The third learning goal of diversity courses is for students “to master essential
literacy, numeracy, thinking, and perspective-taking skills” (Nelson Laird, 2003, p. 15).
This goal reflects Nieto’s (2004) statement that multicultural education is “basic
education.” The goal for students’ to master basic academic skills—reading, writing, and
computational skills (Banks, 1999; Nieto, 2004) is explicitly mentioned in the
multicultural education literature. However, a similar student learning goal was not found
in the ethnic studies, women’s studies, or social justice education literature.
All four disciplines identified the need for students to develop critical thinking
skills in the literature (Rutenberg, 1983; Westkott, 1983; Gay, 1997; Olguin & Schmitz,
1997). Brookfield & Preskill (1999) define critical thinking as a student’s ability to
“identify and scrutinize the assumptions that inform their ideas and actions” (p.48).
Morey & Kitano (1997) contend that critical thinking is a necessary skill for an informed
citizenship in a democratic nation. Under ethnic studies, developing critical thinking
skills is reflected in the following goal statement: “students developing the ability to
critically analyze the causes and effects of structured inequalities and prejudicial
exclusion in our society” (Olguin & Schmitz, 1997). Learning how to critique the
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underlying principles behind established theories (Rutenberg, 1983; Westkott, 1993) is an
example of a critical thinking goal for women’s studies students. Helping students
become “sociopolitical analysts” was identified in the multicultural education literature
(Gay, 1997). Students’ examining their own socialization process and the perpetuation of
oppression, critically, is a stated learning goal under social justice education (Adams &
Marchesani, 1997).
Gannon (2002) states that critical thinking allows students to understand that
people view the world from multiple perspectives. Students’ ability to consider other
people’s points of view or perspective-taking (Gurin et ah, 2002) is an example of critical
thinking. Multicultural education and social justice education include perspective-taking
in their literature as a learning goal for student (Banks & McGee Banks, 2001; Adams &
Marchesani., 1997). An explicit goal referring to perspective-taking for ethnic studies and
women’s studies was not found in the literature; however, both mention the need for
student to develop critical thinking skills.
The fourth goal of diversity courses is for students “to acquire the knowledge,
skills, and attitudes needed to reduce personal biases and prejudices; and to combat
oppressive people, groups, institutions, and systems within society” (Nelson Laird, 2003,
p. 15-16). There are two separate goals here; prejudice reduction and social action. The
ethnic studies literature focused more on students taking social action. Goals for student
learning such as, students developing skills to promote and enact social change within
their own communities (Sleeter & Grant, 1999), and students’ taking actions to eradicate
racism within the US and in global nations (Banks, 2003) are examples. Under women’
studies, helping students own responsibility for needed changes within their own
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community (Musil, 1992; Macalister, 1999) as well as learning what steps it takes to
create equity in society (Olguin & Schmitz, 1997) are goals that focus more on social
action than prejudice reduction.
Prejudice reduction is one of the key dimensions of multicultural education
(Suzuki, 1980; Bennett, 1999; Banks, 1999). Banks (1999) defines prejudice reduction as
“reducing the pain and discrimination that members’ of some ethnic and racial groups
experience because of their unique racial, physical, and cultural characteristics” (p. 4). In
addition to prejudice reduction, students’ developing social action skills to help society
become more equitable (Bennett, 1999; Suzuki, 1979) is a stated learning goal for
multicultural education. Students developing social action engagement skills (Adams &
Marchesani, 1997), developing action plans for social change (Bell & Griffin, 1997), and
developing skills for collective action with members of their own social group and
members of different social groups (Adams & Marchesani, 1997) are stated learning
goals for social justice education.
While the knowledge base for diversity education is still unfolding, there does
appear to be some consistency among scholar-educators about the knowledge, attitudes,
and skills students need to develop to in order to effectively function in a diverse
democratic society. For example, under ‘knowledge,’ students knowing their identities
and the identities of others (AACU, 1995; Olguin & Schmitz, 1997; Adams &
Marchesani, 1997; Checkoway, 2001; Nelson Laird, 2003), understanding that identities
are socially constructed, and learning about the history and contributions of various social
groups (Humphreys, 1997; Morey & Kitano, 1997; Nelson Laird, 2003) is frequently
cited in the literature. In addition, students learning that knowledge is constructed and not

35

a neutral concept as well as understanding the sources of inequality in society were
repeatedly cited in the diversity education literature (Westkott, 1983; Butler & Schmitz,
1992; Hu-Dehart, 1995; Gay, 1997; Humphreys, 1997).
The ‘attitudes’ students need to develop center around values and beliefs
supportive of a democratic society, such as, valuing diversity, recognizing and reducing
personal biases, and feeling empathy and socially responsible for the public good (Kitano,
1997; Humphreys, 1997; Goodman, 2001; Hurtado, 2002; Nelson Laird, 2003). There
were a variety of skills cited in the literature deemed necessary for students to develop in
a diverse democracy. Some examples are critical thinking, the ability to view the world
from diverse perspectives, and developing political and social action skills (Gurin et al,
2002; Checkoway, 2001; Nelson Laird, 2003). In addition, skills that will improve
intergroup interactions such as, communication, collaboration, and conflict resolution
skills (Kitano, 1997; Checkoway, 2001; Nelson Laird, 2003) are suggested as learning
goals for diversity education.

Defining Social Action Engagement
The focus of this study is student learning goal four—helping students develop the
knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to take action against policies and practices in
society that are antithetical to a diverse democracy (Banks 2001; Adams Bell, & Griffin,
1997). Hurtado, Nelson Laird, Landreman, Engberg, & Fernandez, (2002) describe this
student outcome as social action engagement. This outcome is defined as “students’
desire to take actions in their communities and relationships in order to end social
injustices” (Nelson Laird, Engberg, & Hurtado, 2005, p. 468). Lee (1998) describes social
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action as a “sense of responsibility” that includes “taking a stand on social issues as well
as working to eradicate systems and ideologies that perpetuate discrimination and
disregard individual rights” (p.5). Lee makes the distinction of taking actions at both the
individual and institutional level. According to Zuniga (2005) and Harro (2000) taking
action can be self-oriented where students become self-critical and begin to notice and
challenge their own biases and at the same time gain awareness of others attitudes and
behaviors. In addition to self-directed actions, students can become other-oriented in their
actions. In this case, students begin to work with other people (members of their own
social group and outside their social group) to address social justice issues.

Review of Social Action Engagement Studies
Nine studies were identified that have investigated the relationship between
diversity courses and social action engagement. In a classroom-based study, Lopez,
Gurin, & Nagda (1998) used a pretest/posttest design to examine the impact of a diversity
course on students’ selection of action strategies toward an intergroup conflict vignette.
Students could select a number of action strategies provided such as, “Nothing can be
done to deal with this problem,” or “The victim should make others aware of by
distributing flyers, writing a letter, or organizing a workshop on the issue” or “The
general climate at the university would have to change.” Students chose action strategies
that targeted societal and institutional structures more often than “blaming the victim” by
the end of the semester. Active learning pedagogy appeared to have a greater impact on
this change than did the content used in the course.
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Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez (2003) used a pretest/posttest design to examine whether
a diversity course would impact students understanding of structural causation for social
inequality, perspective-taking, and their commitment to social action. This study is an
extension of the Lopez et al. study in 1998. Once again, the results revealed that active
learning pedagogy used in diversity courses had the greatest impact on students’
commitment to social action. The authors state “if we want students to envision actions, it
is important to use active teaching methods in the classroom” (Nagda et al., 2003, p.186).
Hurtado, Nelson Laird et al. (2002) used a seven-item scale to assess whether
diversity courses influenced the importance students’ place on engaging in social actions,
such as promoting racial tolerance, speaking up against social injustice, and working to
end poverty. Using a pretest/posttest design that included two diversity courses and a
management course, results revealed that diversity courses did significantly impact the
importance students’ placed on social action engagement over the course of a semester. In
addition, the study found that quality interactions among students from diverse
backgrounds positively influenced this outcome as well.
Nagda, Kim, and Truelove (2004) used a pretest/posttest design to investigate the
impact of a diversity course on the importance students placed on taking action and how
confident they felt engaging in social action activities. The authors developed several
items that asked “How important is it for you to...” and “How confident do you feel
about your ability to...” on a scale from 1 to 4 to assess these outcomes. Results show
that the diversity course did increase the importance students placed on promoting
diversity. Students’ confidence in promoting diversity increased as well.
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Nelson Laird, Engberg, & Hurtado (2005) used a pretest/posttest design to
examine the impact of a diversity course on the importance students place on social
action engagement. In this study, the authors used structural equation modeling to assess
the effect of the diversity course on the outcome social action engagement. This technique
allows for the authors to speculate more accurately whether the measures and the model
used for the hypothesis are a good fit. The study found that previous enrollment in a
diversity course and enrollment in social justice education and women’s studies courses
did “accentuate” the importance students place on social action engagement. In addition,
the authors found that the measures were an appropriate assessment of the model used to
explain how enrollment in a diversity course influences the importance students place on
taking action.
In a study that included 32 college campuses, Stake & Hoffman (2001) used a
pretest/posttest design that investigated if students enrolled in women’s studies courses
would show greater commitment toward working for social justice. This study included a
comparison group and a follow-up questionnaire sent to students six months after
completion of the course. Students enrolled in the women’s studies courses showed
greater intention for social action engagement than did non-women’s studies students and
reported engaging in social action behaviors during the semester and six months later,
more often than students not enrolled in a women’s studies course. In addition, course
content used in the course appeared to have the greatest impact on student development.
Zuniga, Williams, and Berger (2005) examined whether involvement in diversityrelated campus initiatives would increase students motivation to engage in “inward and
outward” social actions. In this study, diversity courses as well as co-curricular activities
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and interactions with diverse peers were examined for impact on students’ motivation to
engage in actions that challenge ideologies and behaviors inimical to a diverse
democracy. Results from the survey data reveal a positive correlation between taking
diversity courses and promoting social justice. However, intergroup interactions appeared
to have the most impact on this outcome.
In a study that examined which pre-college factors influenced first-year students
beliefs and perspectives on three democratic outcomes, Hurtado, Engberg, Ponjuan, and
Landreman (2002) designed a multi-institutional study to assess the impact of students’
personal characteristics, pre-college environment, prior engagement with diversity
programs, and diversity interactions on their perspective-taking, beliefs about conflict and
its impact on a democratic society, and the importance they place on taking social action.
The results from the survey showed that students who discussed racial/ethnic issues,
attended a diversity program or enrolled in a diversity course placed a higher importance
on social action engagement.
Malaney and Berger (2005) examined how students personal characteristics (i.e.,
ethnicity, class rank, etc.) pre-college environments (public high school, interactions with
diverse peers, etc.), and pre-college engagement in high school activities such as,
diversity workshops or a multicultural course, impact their social change efficacy, social
action engagement, and leadership ability. Malaney and Berger used the same data set
from the Hurtado, Engberg, and et al. (2002) study; however, they focused on one
institution. The results revealed that students who had taken multicultural courses prior to
entering college showed greater intention to engage in actions to create a just and
equitable society.
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All of the studies presented have shown that the student outcome, social action
engagement, is positively influenced by enrollment in a diversity course. Each study has
examined either the importance students place on taking action, their commitment to
social action, whether they intend to take action, how confident they feel or actual
engagement with social justice activities. Table 1 gives an overview of the studies. One
clear pattern among the studies is their methodology. All of the studies used quantitative
methods to investigate the impact of diversity courses on students’ social action
engagement. In two studies, students were given a variety of actions to choose from on a
survey instead of being asked to create their own strategies. In addition, none of the
studies included the voices of students. Nagda et al. (2004) included student comments in
the discussion section of their report, but did not use the data to assess student
development.
Table 1
Social Action Engagement Studies

Students rating
The importance of taking social
action

Their commitment to taking social
action
Their confidence in engaging in
social action
Their intention to take action

Their engagement in social
action(s)

Hurtado, Nelson Laird, et al. (2002)
Hurtado, Engberg, et al. (2002)
Nagda et al. (2004)
Nelson Laird et al. (2005)
Lopez et al. (1998)
Nagda et al. (2003)
Nagda et al. (2004)
Stake & Hoffman (2001)
Zuniga et al. (2005)
Malaney & Berger (2005)
Stake & Hoffman (2001)
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Also, none of the studies examine how students believe the course prepares them to
engage in social action. Confidence and commitment are important, however, possessing
the skills and feeling prepared to effectively intervene in sometimes difficult situations
may determine whether students continue to feel motivated to act on their beliefs. In the
next section, I will present a framework for assessing students’ readiness and intention for
social action engagement.

Assessing College Students Readiness for Social Action Engagement
This section will begin with an overview of how readiness for social action
engagement is conceptualized for this study using the work of Hershey (2004), ChenHayes (2001), and Love (2000). In addition, the theory of planned behavior, Ajzen
(1991), is explored to provide a starting point for assessing students’ intent to engage in
social action. Gurin’s et al. (2002) classroom and interactional diversity as well as the
content and pedagogy for social diversity courses is described to explore how these
components may help students feel prepared and motivated for social action engagement.

Readiness for Social Action Engagement
Readiness in a general sense refers to an individual’s preparedness to do
something. In this case it is students’ preparedness to respond to daily microaggressions
that may occur in the residence hall, dining hall, the classroom, etc. I have decided to use
the work of Hershey (2004), Chen-Hayes (2001), and Love (2000) to explore what factors
are necessary to consider when assessing a student’s readiness for social action
engagement. Currently, a framework for assessing students’ readiness for social action
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engagement does not exist in the literature, however, Hershey’s work on leadership and
follower readiness, Chen-Hayes questionnaire for assessing social service providers
readiness for social justice advocacy, and Love’s theory on developing a liberatory
consciousness for social justice educators provide a basis to begin exploring the key
components necessary for assessing students readiness to respond to social justice issues.

Follower Readiness Framework
With regard to organizational readiness for change, Kuykendall (2005) states that
“readiness consists of people’s beliefs, attitudes, and intentions about the desirability of
changes, and perceptions about the ability of individuals and the organization to
successfully make those changes.” The first point Kuykendall makes is that individuals
who are a part of the organization have to think or believe the intended change is
appealing or appropriate. If not, individuals may be less willing to accept or support the
change sought by the organization. Secondly, individuals have to believe that they along
with their colleagues have the ability or skill to make the change happen in a successful
way. Hershey (2004) states that ability and willingness are the major components a leader
of an organization must assess when deciding if her/his team is ready to follow their lead
and enact the changes suggested for the organization.
According to Hershey (2004) readiness refers to a person’s “ability and
willingness to accomplish a specific task” (p. 43). The first component of readiness,
ability, consists of three elements: a person’s “knowledge, experience, and skill”
associated with the task or assignment at hand. Hershey recommends that these three
elements be assessed when examining an individual’s readiness for an activity. In this
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case, it would mean assessing students’ ability to demonstrate what knowledge,
experience, and skill they possess to engage in social action. Knowing social justice
concepts such as, prejudice, classism, or liberation is an example of what type of
knowledge students would need for social action engagement. Taking action individually
or with a group prior to enrolling in a diversity course would be an important experience
to note when assessing students’ readiness. Asking students to demonstrate their writing
skills in a letter to a company who they believe engages in discriminatory practices is one
way of assessing students’ skills for social action engagement.
Willingness, the second component of readiness, refers to a person’s
“commitment, confidence, and motivation” to complete a particular action or behavior
(Hershey, 2004). Commitment to social action engagement could mean students taking a
position to act against social injustice or deciding to own social action engagement as
their personal responsibility. Confidence refers to students’ self-efficacy toward social
action engagement. Motivation points to students reasons for acting on their beliefs.
Students must believe that social action engagement is important, believe they can make
social change, and have reasons that inspire them to interrupt social injustice. Several
studies reviewed thus far have attempted to assess students’ commitment, confidence, and
motivation for social action engagement and found that diversity courses positively
influenced all three (Lopez et al., 1998; Nagda et al., 2003; Nagda et al., 2004; Stake &
Hoffman, 2001; Zuniga et ah, 2005).
Social Justice Advocacy Readiness Questionnaire
Chen-Hayes (2001) developed a questionnaire for social service providers to
assess their level of diversity awareness, knowledge, and skills to engage in actions that
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will ensure equitable and just practices for their clients. The Social Justice Advocacy
Readiness Questionnaire (SJARQ) instrument consists of 188 items that are divided into
three sections. Chen-Hayes contends that there are three areas of competency that service
providers must possess to protect the rights of their clients and be culturally competent
practitioners. The first area is a general awareness of social justice issues. This section
requires social service providers to take a personal assessment of their own comfort,
values and beliefs, and prior experiences with diversity issues. For example, social
service providers are asked: “How do you/staff/clients define the terms multicultural and
social justice? When people enter your organization’s premises, what images are on the
walls, in artwork, magazines, advertising, and brochures? How have you/the
organization/clients resisted heterosexism, racism, linguicism, etc., over time?”
In addition, social service providers are asked to rate on a five-point scale
(strongly agree to strongly disagree) how comfortable they are with certain groups of
people and what their beliefs are about certain groups (i.e. All white people are racist,
Asians are gifted in math and the sciences, etc). Chen-Hayes believes the first section will
help individuals become aware of their own herstory/history with social justice issues.
For social action engagement, it would be necessary to assess students’ prior experiences
and histories with diversity issues in order to determine their readiness to engage in social
action.
The second section attempts to gauge how familiar social service providers are
with the history of oppressed groups in the United States (Chen-Hayes, 2001).
Knowledge, such as, social justice concepts (e.g., multiculturalism, oppression), wellknown and less well-known persons across multiple identity groups (e.g., W. E. B.
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DuBois vs. Graciela Sanchez), and important events and dates in history (e.g., Trail of
tears, Ramadan, April 4, 1968) are assessed in this section. Chen-Hayes added this
section to challenge social service providers to seek “accurate and appropriate”
information about the histories of their clients and the social groups in which they belong.
In addition, he believes this section of the SJARQ will improve social service providers’
critical thinking skills and their ability to examine structural causes for the obstacles
clients’ face. Hershey (2004) recommends assessing an individuals’ knowledge about a
particular task to determine their readiness. For social action engagement, knowledge
about the histories of oppressed groups and understanding structural causes for social
inequality could be used to assess students’ readiness.
The last section asks questions to assist social service providers in developing
action plans for their agencies to examine their policies and practices at the institutional
level and systemically for unjust procedures that could impact the quality and care of their
clients (Chen-Hayes, 2001). For example, social service providers are asked who is
excluded in their organization, including policies and procedures, and who is not, and
what issues of oppression are regularly addressed by those with power in their
organization. Also, the questions help social service providers explore which skills are
necessary to advocate for their clients effectively. For instance, social service providers
are asked how they define good leadership in their organizations, whether social
justice/advocacy skills development is offered, and how decisions are made in their
organizations. Overall, the questionnaire is designed to allow social service providers to
collect quantitative and qualitative data to assess their readiness for social justice
advocacy and begin to dialogue about which areas of their practice can be enhanced to
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provide equitable and just services for their clients. From the last section, it appears that
assessing students’ ability to devise an action plan, create action strategies, and develop
effective intervention skills are areas to consider for readiness for social action
engagement.
Developing a Liberatory Consciousness
According to Love (2000) a liberation worker is a person who believes creating a
socially just and equitable society and working to eradicate oppressive policies and
procedures throughout societal institutions is their personal responsibility. Love contends
that developing a liberatory consciousness is necessary for a liberation worker to be
successful in her/his work. The four elements of a liberatory consciousness are awareness,
analysis, action, and accountability/allyship (Love, 2000). A liberation worker must first
learn “to notice” prejudice and discrimination in their daily environment before they can
name it and proceed to change it (Love, 2000). As liberation workers become increasingly
aware of social injustice it will be more difficult for them to deny it and live comfortably
with it in their daily lives. So, one way to assess a students readiness of social action
engagement is to provide them opportunities “to notice” or demonstrate their awareness
of social injustice. This opportunity will help students develop the ability to identify and
name oppression in various contexts and begin to understand the fabric of social
oppression in society.
The second element, analysis, refers to one using their critical thinking skills to
examine what they “noticed” in their environment, name what they believe occurred,
consider a range of possible causes for what transpired, and decide which action strategies
would be most appropriate, if it is concluded an intervention is necessary (Love, 2000).
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The two key points here is students’ ability to critically analyze a situation and think of a
number of possible strategies to interrupt what happened. Friere (1970) uses the concept
praxis (reflection and action) to describe these two skills. Critical thinking and action
planning skills are stated student learning goals for diversity courses (Adams, 1997;
Banks, 2001). Chen-Hayes (2001) also mentioned these two skills as necessary for social
service providers to be effective with their clients. In addition to these skills, liberation
workers have to learn how to anticipate the consequences of their action plans. These
skills must be considered when assessing students’ readiness for social action
engagement.
Action, the third element for developing a liberatory consciousness, requires
liberation workers to decide what actions need to occur and ensure that they take place
(Love, 2000). At times liberation workers will need to work with others to interrupt
oppression and at other times take individual steps to combat social injustice (Love,
2000). Students’ ability to build bridges across cultural difference and enact change is a
skill scholars believe is necessary for effective participation in a pluralistic democratic
society (Kitano, 1997; Checkoway, 2001). Assessing what students might actually do in
real-life may be difficult to do, however, collaborating with others in the classroom on a
social action project and demonstrating their motivation to ensure the project is complete
might be an alternative way to determine readiness for social action engagement.
The last element, accountability/allyship, takes collaboration a step further and
encourages liberation workers to make an agreement that they will help one another
examine their own biases and find ways, together, to liberate themselves (Love, 2000).
One of the characteristics of an ally is being open to having one’s own “attitudes and
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behavior” challenged by other liberation workers (Wijeyesinghe, Griffin, & Love, 1997).
In addition, liberation workers have to hold one another accountable for the actions they
decide to take or decide not to take. Love describes the last element as the “most
troublesome” in that liberation workers have to take full responsibility for the outcome of
their actions. These four elements provide a basis to begin exploring what skills are
necessary to prepare oneself to take on the task of social action engagement: awareness of
social justice issues, critical analysis, action planning, and alliance building.
Hershey (2004), Chen-Hayes (2001), and Love (2000) provide a basis to begin
exploring which components for assessing students’ readiness for social action
engagement may be most important. Figure 1 depicts these key components in an
emerging framework for assessing students’ readiness for social action engagement. In
this framework I have identified two major components, ability and willingness,
necessary to assess students’ readiness. Ability has three elements to examine when
assessing students readiness; knowledge, experience, and skill. Under knowledge,
understanding social justice concepts, structural causes for inequality and learning the
histories of oppressed groups in the US are examples for assessing students’ ability. Prior
experiences with diversity issues, taking action, and enrolling in other diversity courses
can impact students’ ability to engage in social action.
A variety of skills was mentioned in the literature. Examples are communication
skills, critical analysis/thinking, conflict resolution skills, perspective-taking, action
planning, and alliance building/collaboration skills. Commitment, confidence, and
motivation are elements to consider when assessing students’ willingness to promote
social justice. Commitment to social action engagement could mean students taking a
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position to act against social injustice or deciding to own social action engagement as
their personal responsibility. Confidence refers to students’ self-efficacy toward social
action engagement, and motivation points to students reasons for acting on their beliefs.
This emerging framework will continue to evolve; however, it does provide a basis in
which to assess students’ readiness for social action engagement.

Figure 1. Key Components of Readiness for Social Action Engagement

Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore the components that may influence the likelihood of students
promoting social justice, I have decided to use Ajzen’s (1991) model on predicting social
behavior. Although the goal of this dissertation study is not to predict whether students’
will engage in social actions, rather, I want to explore how experiences in diversity
courses prepare and motivate students to take social action; especially in their own words.
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The theory of planned behavior can provide constructs to consider when assessing
students intention for social action engagement.

Theory of Planned Behavior
According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) that best way to predict social behavior is
to assess an individual’s likelihood or “intention to perform” a particular behavior. Ajzen
(1991) contends that a person’s intentions will reveal the motivation behind an action.
The theory of planned behavior builds upon the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975), which sought to understand the disconnect between an individual’s
attitudes and actions. In other words, what facilitates or impedes someone from acting on
their beliefs?
Ajzen (2004) states that three major factors influence an individual’s intention to
perform a behavior: their attitude toward the action, the pressure they receive from their
reference group or subjective norm, and whether they believe they possess some control
over the behavior or perceived behavioral control (see Figure 2). An individual’s attitude
toward the behavior reflects their beliefs about the outcome of the behavior (positive or
negative) and the value they place on the outcome. The subjective norm refers to a
person’s belief about what others expect them to do and whether they are motivated to
follow through on these expectations. Perceived behavioral control indicates how
confident a person feels about performing the behavior and whether the action is seen as
challenging or not. These three variables in combination with one another (attitude
toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control), reveal how
motivated a person is to perform a certain behavior or action (Ajzen, 2004).
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The three studies that examined students’ intention for social action engagement
(Stake & Hoffman, 2001; Zuniga et al., 2005; and Malaney & Berger, 2005) assessed
intention by asking students’ the likelihood of their participation in outward actions, such
as, “getting together with others to challenge discrimination, confronted a person,
organization, or business about their sexist attitudes or practices, and helped members of
the community get out and vote.’’ One study (Malaney & Berger, 2005) did focus on
social change self-efficacy.

Figure 2. Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (1991)
Students were asked to agree or disagree with four items such as, “I believe I can do
things that can make a big difference in the lives of others, and there is little I can do to
make the world a better place to live.” Even though the authors stated that they were
measuring self-efficacy, two of the measures appeared to focus on students’ attitudes
toward the outcome of social change (i.e., “Even if I do the best I can to help others, it

won’t change the way society operates; My vote doesn’t count much in improving the
leadership or policies of my country”). None of the studies measured whether students
felt social pressure to engage in social or political actions.
When assessing students intention for social action engagement, according to the
theory of planned behavior, it would be important to focus on whether students believe
the outcome of promoting social justice will be a positive or negative one (attitude), if
they are encouraged to take social action from important people in their lives (subjective
norm), and whether they feel confident in their ability to intervene in challenging social
situations (perceived behavioral control).

Classroom Diversity
One of the goals of this research study is to investigate how students believe a
diversity course prepares and motivates them to promote social justice. There is a
growing body of literature that has found that enrollment in diversity courses does impact
students’ willingness and motivation for social action engagement (Nagda et al, 2003;
Nagda et al., 2004; Stake & Hoffman, 2001; Zuniga, 2005; Malaney & Berger, 2005).
However, the literature exploring which experiences in a diversity course students
indicate prepares and motivates them for social action engagement is scarce. According to
Gurin et al. (2002) students’ classroom experiences with diversity does influence
educational outcomes such as social action engagement.
Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) have introduced a framework for
examining the impact of diversity on student learning and development. According the
model, three different forms of diversity in combination with one another influence
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educational outcomes: structural diversity, informal interactional diversity, and classroom
diversity. The first, structural diversity refers to the number of students from different
racial/ethnic groups that comprise the college population. The second, informal
interactional diversity describes the informal interactions students have with one another
outside of the classroom (e.g., residence halls, studying with one another), more
specifically, the quantity and quality of cross-group interactions with their peers.
Classroom diversity refers to the content knowledge, multiple perspectives, and
in-class experiences students’ gain through direct interaction with their peers in formal
classroom settings. The content knowledge students’ gain may vary from course-tocourse; however, the curriculum in the diversity courses for this study is inclusive and
incorporates diverse social and cultural perspectives (Marchesani & Adams, 1992). Banks
& Banks (1995) recommend a transformed curriculum for diverse classrooms. A
transformed curriculum eliminates norms that reflect one way of knowing and is
“egalitarian, communal, non-hierarchical, and pluralistic’’ with respect to the perspectives
and ideas students present in the classroom (Butler, 1991). In addition, concepts such as,
social identity development, alliance building, and a historical and structural analysis of
oppression discussed in diversity courses may cause dissonance with students’ prior
knowledge and experiences leading to a broader and deeper understanding of social
issues.
The teaching methods in diversity courses promote cross-group interactions
among students. Women’s studies, multicultural education and social justice education
incorporate teaching strategies reflective of experiential and active learning pedagogy
(Butler & Schmitz, 1992; Olguin & Schmitz, 1997; Schniedewind, 1993; Gore, 1993;
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Banks & Banks, 1995; Adams & Marchesani, 1992). Active learning strategies engage
students in the learning process through varied experiences in the classroom (Kolb,
1984). Active participation of all students in the learning process is a goal of liberatory
teaching in that everyone is encouraged to become a co-constructor of knowledge and
influence the curriculum (hooks, 1994; Banks & Banks, 1995). Through experiential
exercises, small group discussions, lectures, and social action projects students learn to
reflect on their experiences or actions taken in-class to produce new knowledge (Nada et
al., 2003). Students are then encouraged to take their new learning with them into their
daily environment (Nagda et al, 2003).
Descriptions such as participatory, cooperative, interactive, and student-centered
was found repeatedly in the literature to describe the pedagogy preferred in women’s
studies, multicultural education, and social justice education (Butler & Schmitz, 1992;
Olguin & Schmitz, 1997; Schniedewind, 1993; Gore, 1993; Banks, 1995; Adams &
Marchesani, 1992). Cooperative learning, an example of active learning, encourages
students to develop teams in order to work toward a shared goal (Felder & Brent, 1994).
Team-oriented projects can be used to help students learn how to accomplish a task in
spite of cultural differences and work toward “positive interdependence” (Felder & Brent,
1994, para. 1).
In sum, when exploring which experiences students might indicate as preparing
and motivating them for social action engagement it will be important to examine certain
components of diversity courses with them. Discussing the content or what is taught, the
teaching methods or how the content is taught, and their interactions with peers can shed
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light on how students believe diversity courses impact their readiness and intention for
social action engagement.

Conclusions
In this chapter, I have discussed several bodies of literature relevant to examining
the impact of diversity courses on student outcomes in higher education. There is a
growing body of research providing empirical support for the educational benefits of
diversity courses. Several studies have found a positive association between diversity
courses and learning and democratic student outcomes. The study of diversity courses and
its impact on social action engagement, an example of a democratic outcome, is gaining
momentum because it is becoming increasingly important for students to develop the
knowledge and skills necessary to live in a pluralistic democratic society. According to
the President’s Initiative on Race (1999), by the year 2050 people of color will make up
approximately 48% of the population.
The focus of this study is to assess the effectiveness of a social diversity course on
increasing students’ readiness for social action engagement. I reviewed the work of
Hershey (2004), Chen-Hayes (2001), and Love (1997) to explore which variables may be
important to consider when assessing students readiness for social action engagement.
Readiness refers to a person’s willingness and ability to perform a task (Hershey, 2004).
Several studies have examined variables indicative of students’ willingness, such as
commitment, confidence, and motivation (Lopez et al., 1998; Nagda et al., 2003; Nagda
et al., 2004; Stake & Hoffman, 2001; Zuniga et ah, 2005). All of the studies found that
diversity courses did positively influence each construct.
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To explore which factors may influence a student’s intention to take action I
reviewed Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior. Three constructs were identified
(attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) as the
factors that influence a person’s motivation to perform an action. One study (Malaney &
Berger, 2005) did focus on social change self-efficacy. Of the three studies that assessed
students’ motivation for social action engagement none examined the impact of students’
subjective norms or their attitudes toward the outcome of social change (Malaney &
Berger, 2005 included several items in their study that appeared to assess this construct;
see page 55).
Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin’s (2002) model was useful in exploring how
diversity may influence students experiences in a diversity course. Classroom diversity,
students’ engagement with multicultural content knowledge and interaction with diverse
peers, does positively influence student outcomes (Gurin et al, 2002). When assessing
students’ readiness and intention for social action engagement, it may be useful to explore
how the content, pedagogy, and interaction with peers in a diversity course can prepare
students to engage in social action(s).
Hershey’s (2004) work was useful in developing the outline for the conceptual
model and Chen-Hayes (2001) and Love (2000) provide the details. One of the
weaknesses of the frameworks presented is that each one focuses unevenly on practice
(Hershey and Chen-Hayes), consciousness/attitudinal change (Love), action (ChenHayes), and social justice (Love and Chen-Hayes) as they relate to readiness. In the
conceptual model presented here, I have attempted to draw on the strengths of each
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framework, identify consistencies among all three, and provide a more concise and
complete picture for assessing students’ readiness for social action engagement.
In addition, Azjen’s (1991) theory provides constructs that may impact a student’s
intention to take action. Assessing students “likelihood” to take action may provide
further evidence that students who enroll in diversity courses are more likely to engage in
social action once they complete a diversity course. Gurin et. al’s (2002) research was
useful in exploring how classroom diversity may influence students’ readiness for social
action engagement and provides an empirical framework for the impact of diversity on
student outcomes.
An emerging framework for assessing college students’ readiness and intention
for social action engagement is presented in Figure 3. Several of the studies found that
student personal characteristics, such as race/ethnic and gender, influences the importance
they place on social action engagement or their motivation to promote social justice
(Hurtado, Nelson Laird, et al. 2002; Hurtado, Engberg, et al. 2002; Nagda et al. 2004;
Zuniga et al. 2005; Malaney & Berger, 2005). In addition, prior experience in social
action activities and prior enrollment in diversity courses did impact students’ intention to
take action and the importance they place on it (Malaney & Berger, 2005; Nelson Laird et
al. 2005). Co-curricular activities such as, attending diversity workshops correlated with
students’ motivation to promote social justice (Zuniga et al. 2005). Interactions with
diverse peers was shown to have an impact on social action engagement in several studies
(Hurtado, Nelson Laird et al., 2002; Hurtado, Engberg et al., 2002; Zuniga et al., 2005;
Malaney & Berger, 2005). One study found that the content in a diversity course appeared
to mediate change among students (Stake & Hoffman, 2001). However, a different study
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found the pedagogy to have more of impact on students’ commitment to promoting social
justice (Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003). While there are other pre-college variables that
appear to influence social engagement (i.e., type of high school), the focus of this study is
how students experiences in college level diversity courses impact their readiness for
social action engagement.

Figure 3. Conceptual framework : Assessing College Students’ Readiness for
Social Action Engagement
This conceptual map provides a foundation to examine which factors and experiences in
diversity courses students believe prepares and motivates them for social action
engagement. However, it is evolving and may be modified once this study is complete.
Chapter three describes the methodology that was used to assess college students’
readiness for social action engagement.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness of a social diversity course
on increasing students’ readiness for social action engagement. The goal of chapter three
is to present the research design and methodology for this study. The rationale, setting,
participants, data collection, and data management procedures will be described in this
chapter, as well as the researcher’s role, trustworthiness and ethical considerations in the
conduct of this study.
The available research examining the impact of diversity courses on social action
engagement employed quantitative methods to assess the extent to which diversity
courses influence students’ commitment to taking action. A multi-method approach will
be used for this study to examine the effectiveness of a social diversity course on
increasing students’ readiness for social action engagement. This study will employ two
different data gathering methodologies: vignettes and interviews. A pre-post design was
used for the vignettes and individual interviews took place one semester after students
completed the course. This approach was selected because it will allow for an in-depth
exploration of how students respond to social justice issues and express, in their own
words, the dimensions of diversity courses that they consider significant in preparing
them for social action engagement.
Research Questions
The following research question guided this investigation:
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1. What is the impact of a social diversity course on students readiness for social
action engagement?
This question was pursued by looking at students’ pre-post responses to two prepared
vignettes describing a situation involving a social justice issue. To answer this research
question, I examined the following sub-questions:
A. Is there an increase in students’ competence for social action engagement as
indicated by:
a.

Evidence of change in students’ identification of knowledge and skills that
would prepare them for social action engagement.

b.

Evidence of an increase in students’ ability to accurately identify and
analyze a social justice issue.

c.

Evidence of an increase in students’ ability to identify appropriate action
strategies.

B. Is there an increase in students’ willingness to engage in social action as indicated
by :
a.

Evidence of an increase in motivation to engage in social action.

b.

Evidence of an increase in self-confidence to engage in social action.

C. Is there evidence of change in students’ perception of risk involved in social
action engagement?
D. Is there evidence of change in students’ intention (likeliness to take action and
attitudinal change) to engage in social action; and what are the factors students
identify as influencing those intentions?
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Setting
This study was conducted at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, a research
I, land-grant institution located in Western Massachusetts. The total undergraduate and
graduate student population at UMass Amherst is 25,093 as of fall 2005. The average age
of the undergraduate student population is 21 and is 32 for graduate students. The
percentage of females and males in the student population is almost even; 50% for
females and 49% for males. Students of color make up 16.5 percent of the undergraduate
population and 16.1 percent of the graduate student population (Office of Institutional
Research, 2006).
According to its mission statement, the University of Massachusetts has a strong
commitment to diversity. Chancellor David Scott commissioned a Council for
Community, Diversity, and Social Justice (CDSJ) in 1996 to write a diversity action plan
that would bring diversity and social justice issues to the forefront on campus (Office of
Human Resources, 2004, History, para.l). The CDSJ council refers to social diversity as
the multiple social categories such as, race/ethnic groups, sexual orientation, and ability
that can be identified within and outside the United States. Social justice is defined as “a
commitment to equity and fairness in treatment and access to opportunities and
resources” (Office of Human Resources, 2004, What is CDSJ? para. 4). The council’s
mission is described as “a long term, campus-wide institutional change process whose
primary goal is to create a more inclusive and equitable teaching, learning, working and
living community here at UMass Amherst” (Office of Human Resources, 2004, More
About CDSJ, para. 1).
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In the mid-eighties the faculty senate at the University of Massachusetts agreed to
adopt a new general education program for undergraduate students. A six-credit hour
social and cultural diversity component was included in the new general education
program under the social sciences requirement. The goals of the social and cultural
diversity requirement are: “(1) to emphasize the need for educated citizens to understand
that different cultures and societies provide unique contexts for human experience; (2) to
analyze and appreciate the ways in which norms and values differ across cultures and
societies; and (3) to encourage pluralistic perspectives” (Faculty Senate Document No.
85-024A, 1985, Section I, para. 14). In 2001, the faculty senate added an amendment to
this requirement making it more specific. The senate stated that students must complete
the six-hour requirement by taking one course that “focuses on diversity within the
United States” or “domestic diversity” and a second course that “focuses on diversity
outside of the United States” or “global diversity” (Faculty Senate Document No. 01-035,
2001, Section in, No. 4). The course selected for this study, Social Diversity in
Education, is one course meeting the social and cultural diversity requirement at UMass
Amherst focusing on domestic diversity.
Study Participants
The participants in this study were undergraduate students enrolled in Social
Diversity in Education, EDUC 210, during the spring 2006 semester. Six sections of
EDUC 210 with approximately thirty students in each was part of this study. A
purposeful sample was used for this study because it allows researchers to select
“information-rich cases” where one can gain a greater understanding “about issues of
central importance to the purpose of the inquiry” (Patton, 2003, p.230). Given that one of
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the learning goals of EDUC 210 is to help students learn the skills necessary to respond to
social justice issues, examining which experiences in a diversity course students believe
prepares them to take action seems to be an appropriate place to gain rich data about
social action engagement.
In the studies reviewed for this research, White females were the majority of
students enrolled in social diversity course studies (Hurtado et al., 2002). In order to
produce a balance in the number of participants along social categories in the study and
facilitate comparisons (Patton, 2002), a stratified sample was used for this study.
The social diversity course selected for this research is a three-credit general
education course that meets the university’s social and cultural diversity requirement for
domestic diversity (Adams & Marchesani, 1997). EDUC 210 is a fourteen-week
semester-long course that examines several examples of social oppression (Adams &
Marchesani, 1997). The course is taught by advanced doctoral students in the Social
Justice Education (SJE) program. A faculty member in the SJE program conducts and
convenes weekly meetings with doctoral students to discuss instructional strategies and
course logistics. The topics covered during spring 2006 were racism, classism, sexism,
and heterosexism and the interconnections between all four. The course typically begins
with group building exercises to help students gain trust with one another and is followed
by an examination of key course concepts such as social oppression, alliance building,
and liberation. The majority of the course time is spent on each “ism” individually and
the connections among them. Social action is discussed at the end of the course once
students have a greater understanding of social oppression and its impact on myriad social
groups in the United States.
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The learning goals for the course Social Diversity in Education are: raising
students’ awareness about the existence of social oppression and their own social identity
groups; understanding concepts such as, privilege, social power, and internalized
oppression; recognizing course topics in daily situations and transferring or applying that
information in their environment; and developing “action strategies” and “intervention
skills” to respond to social injustice in their daily lives (Adams & Marchesani, 1997,
p.266).
Social justice pedagogy incorporates teaching processes that are participatory and
democratic (Hackman, 2000; Hunt, 1998). According to Adams & Marchesani (1992)
social justice pedagogy is an educational approach that draws it principles and practice
from experiential learning theory and active teaching strategies. For example, dialogic
teaching modes that are cooperative and interactive and reflective practices that include
processing and debriefing class activities are key elements of social justice teaching
(Adams, 1997).
There are five key components of social justice education practice (Adams, Bell,
Griffin, 1997). The first component of social justice education pedagogy is making sure
the affective and cognitive elements of the learning process are both considered in the
classroom (Adams, 1997). According to Romney, Tatum, Jones (1992) “all processoriented and experiential learning involves the use of one’s emotion” (p. 106). Affect in
the classroom can bring about change in students (Romney, Tatum, Jones, 1992).
However, discussing difficult social issues can and does bring up a myriad of emotions
for students that can be exhausting (Griffin, 1997; Romney, Tatum, Jones, 1992;
Kumashiro, 2004). It is important for instructors to allow students to have time to walk
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away from the process in order to reenergize. Romney, Tatum, & Jones (1992) believe
when students are engaged at both cognitive and affective levels, learning is more indepth. Creating a safe environment for students through the development of class norms
and ground rules that are reflective of cultural diversity, can help students feel more
comfortable with sharing emotions and disclosing personal information in the classroom
(Marchesani & Adams, 1992; Sfeir-Younis, 1993). For example, creating an atmosphere
of confidentiality among students can help this process (Schoem, Hurtado, Sevig,
Chesler, & Sumida, 2001). Once students know their personal information will stay
within the confines of the classroom, they feel more comfortable examining their
perspectives with one another.
Second, social justice education pedagogy acknowledges and validates individual
students experiences (micro-level) and connects them to societal issues (macro-level) that
impact all social groups (Adams, 1997). Zuniga, Nagda, & Sevig (2002) refer to this
process as “connecting the personal with the institutional” (p. 13). At the personal level
students may reveal how they were socialized to believe certain images about social
groups in the US and share what these sources were for them (Zuniga & Nagda, 2001).
While this disclosure is a necessary step in the process of becoming self-aware about ones
own experience with social justice issues, social justice educators believe guiding
students to examine and connect their experiences to macro-level social issues is critical
in understanding the systemic nature of privilege and oppression (Goodman, 2001;
Zuniga & Nagda, 2001; Kumashiro, 2004). This step is necessary for students to
recognize that their concerns and experiences are connected to other citizens. Social
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justice educators hope this process will lead students to develop an interest in the public
good of all citizens (Hurtado, 2002).
The third component of social justice education practice is focusing on the
intergroup interactions among students in the classroom (Adams, 1997). Communication
and group dynamics are given attention in the social justice education classroom
(Schoem, Frankel, Zuniga, & Lewis, 1993). Classroom process and dynamics becomes
“as much a subject of study as the content and readings in class” (Sfeir-Younis, 1993, p.
63). Romney, Tatum, & Jones, (1992) contend that paying attention to relationships
among students during discussions about oppression is key. Building community in the
classroom, according to hooks (1994) can create a feeling of “we are all in this together”
when examining social justice issues. Dialogue is one way of building relationships in the
classroom (Schoem et al., 2001). Through face-to-face interactions, students can broaden
their perspectives about society and discuss strategies to improve the lives of all US
citizens (Schoem et al., 2001).
A fourth component of social justice pedagogy is “utilizing reflection and
experience as tools for student-centered learning” (Adams, 1997, p. 43). According to
Joplin (1995) all knowing begins with students’ personal connection with the topic.
Students’ may perceive the knowledge they receive in the classroom as more meaningful
if it is connected to their overall life experiences (hooks, 1994). In the social justice
education classroom students learn to “name obstacles in their lives”, identify their
causes, and develop action plans to overcome these obstacles (Hutchinson & Romano,
1998). The students’ multiple perspectives and varied experience become part of the
curriculum (Adams, 1997; Schoem et al., 1993). Their voice becomes integral to the
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overall course content (Romney, Tatum, & Jones, 1992; Banks & Banks, 1995; Giroux &
McLaren, 1996; Darder, 1991). Voice is an important aspect of social justice education
pedagogy because of its grounding in the lived experiences of students (hooks, 1994;
Leistyna & Woodrum, 1996; Adams, 1997; Urso Spina, 1997). Romney, Tatum, & Jones
(1992) believe “honoring the life experiences of students in a cooperative environment
can serve as a springboard for examining and understanding the dynamics of oppression”
(p. 96). An inclusive classroom can be a space where students learn to take a stance
against all forms of oppression and recognize they possess the power needed to change
society (Sapon-Shevin, 2003).
Fifth, social justice education practitioners acknowledge and value personal
growth and development and increasing self-awareness that occurs among students during
the learning process (Adams, 1997). Social justice education methodology can help
students become socially aware and knowledgeable about complex issues such as identity
development, power and privilege, dominance, and oppression. In turn, this knowledge
may cause dissonance in students and motivate them to reflect on their role in the cycle of
oppression (Timpson et al., 2003), develop higher order thinking skills (Sfeir-Younis,
1993), envision a more equitable and just society (Sfeir-Younis, 1993) and move toward
social action (Stephan & Stephan, 2001).
Data Collection Methods
Vignettes
Rationale for Vignettes
Vignettes were chosen for this research to understand “why” and “how” students
respond to certain social justice issues (Yin, 2003). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe
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vignettes as “a focused description of a series of events taken to be representative'’ of a
particular situation or case in everyday life (p. 81). The vignette presents a case or
scenario to students followed by a series of questions that asks students whether they
believe the situation to be an example of oppression, and if they believe actions should be
taken. In addition, students give examples of actions they would actually take in that
particular case. This approach allows students to apply their own understanding and
experience to a concrete situation in a contemporary context and reveal their beliefs and
values around issues of social justice (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). Students use their
critical thinking skills to “identify the core problem, brainstorm possible solutions, and
agree on the best solution” (Holkeboer as cited in Kunselman and Johnson, p. 87).
Instructors used the vignettes as an instructional technique to get students to discuss and
develop myriad action strategies for each scenario (Merriam, 2001); in turn, increasing
students’ preparedness for similar social justice situations in their actual environment.
This approach gave me a snapshot of students social action engagement process since
following them on a daily basis and waiting for a social justice situation to occur would
be impractical.
Development of Vignettes
The vignettes for this study were designed in fall 2005 and “tested in the field”
during the month of November. I along with one other doctoral student developed four
scenarios reflecting the topics taught during spring 2006 (racism, sexism, classism, and
heterosexism). The doctoral student is a graduate of the social justice education program
and is currently enrolled in the Educational Administration program at the University of
Massachusetts. Once the vignettes were complete, I met with EDUC 210 instructors and
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the course coordinator to receive feedback on the design of the vignettes. In addition, the
vignettes were examined and reviewed by my dissertation committee for content and
design. The committee recommended that I pilot the vignettes in the fall to assess whether
“rich” data would be obtained. Two of the vignettes, sexism and heterosexism, were
restructured based upon the data provided by students.
An example of each vignette is provided in Appendix B. Each vignette includes
two different scenarios followed by six open-ended questions. The questions assess
students’ ability to: (1) identify and analyze the core problem presented, (2) determine
whether action(s) should be taken, (3) reflect on which factors would facilitate or impede
their taking action, (4) present actual strategies they would take in the scenario, (5)
recognize possible risks, and (6) decide what knowledge and skills would be necessary
for them to effectively intervene in such a scenario. There are two Likert scale questions
that will measure students’ self-efficacy and intention for social action engagement
included as well. The last page of the vignette asks students for their demographic
information in order to compare pre and post responses.
The emerging conceptual framework for this study identifies ability and
willingness as key components to assess a students’ readiness for social action
engagement. Ability includes three elements: knowledge, prior experience, and skill.
Students’ ability to identify the core problem presented in the scenarios, appropriate
social action strategies, and knowledge and skills necessary to intervene effectively in the
scenarios, reflect the knowledge and skill elements described for ability. In addition,
students were asked if they had enrolled in diversity courses prior to this study in the
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demographic section of the vignettes. Students’ ability to identify what risks they see for
themselves if they intervened in the vignette presented was assessed as well.
Willingness includes three elements to assess students’ readiness for social action
engagement: commitment, confidence, and motivation. Students’ are asked to reflect on
which factors would facilitate or impede their taking action in the scenarios presented and
are asked to assess how confident they would feel intervening in the scenario described.
The first statement was used to assess students’ motivation, and the second, assessed their
confidence to engage in social action engagement. Students’ commitment toward social
action engagement was discussed during interviews as well.
Ajzen (1991) identified three components for assessing students’ intention to
engage in a particular behavior. The three elements are attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control. Students were asked whether action(s) should be taken in
the scenario presented and the likelihood they would intervene in the situation described
in the vignette. The first statement was used to assess students’ attitude in engaging in
social action, and the second statement assessed students’ intention to engage in social
action(s). The element, subjective norm, was not assessed during this study.
Data Collection Procedure - Vignettes
Pre-vignettes were given to all EDUC 210 students on the first day of class and
the post-vignettes during 13th week of the spring semester as an in-class assignment.
Students’ completed the vignettes in-class for the following reasons: (1) to ensure
consistency in the administration of the vignettes, (2) to receive the same amount of time
to complete the vignettes, and (3) to guarantee that the responses to the vignettes are their
own. Students received five points for completing both set of vignettes. Instructors gave
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them credit for completing the work either 5 or 0; not for what was written. The two
assignments (pre/post) were built into the spring 2006 syllabus and went toward their
final grade. Instructors collected all vignettes, gave students credit, and forwarded the
vignettes to me. Instructors kept the vignettes of students who do not want to participate
in the study until after the post assignment so that they could be used to prepare their
lesson plans when the vignettes were discussed in class. I made copies of the vignettes
that included in the study and returned the originals to the instructors after the post was
administered in order for instructors to prepare and lead a discussion (along with the
vignettes that are not a part of the study) with students about the range of possible
responses to the vignettes. The vignettes focused on social justice issues that may occur
on campus and hopefully helped students feel prepared to address such situations once the
course ended.
To ensure consistency on the day of administration, all instructors were given a
“procedures for data collection” guide that detailed the process step-by-step. On the day
the vignettes were administered, EDUC 210 instructors gave a brief overview of the
research study to students. Afterward, students read and signed the informed consent
letters (see Appendix A). The consent for voluntary participation letter informed students’
that they could withdraw from the study at any time, participate in the study or not
without prejudice, and review all materials produced from the research. Once the students
signed the informed consent forms, they were given a portion of class time (generally
thirty minutes or longer) to complete the vignettes. Each vignette packet included two
social justice scenarios, followed by six open-ended questions, and two Likert scale
questions. The last page of the packet asked for demographic information. After students
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completed the vignettes, they were placed into envelopes along with the informed consent
letters. Once the instructors forwarded the envelopes for the study to me, the informed
consent letters and vignettes were placed in a locked file cabinet separately. Students
were given a copy of the informed consent letter they signed on the day the post-vignettes
were completed.

Interviews
Rationale for Interviews
One of the goals of this study is to explore how students’ believe their experiences
in a diversity course prepares and motivates them to interrupt social injustice. The
vignettes are a way of giving students an opportunity to apply what they are learning in
class to a real-life context. Interviews allow students to express in their own words how
their experiences in a diversity course influence their preparation and intention for social
action engagement. Previous studies focusing on social action engagement lack student
voice. Voice is an important aspect of social justice education pedagogy because of its
grounding in the lived experiences of students (hooks, 1994; Leistyna & Woodrum, 1996;
Adams, 1997; Urso Spina, 1997). According to Rossman and Rallis (1998) “talk” is an
integral component of research that uses qualitative methods. Interviewing helps the
researcher gain a deeper understanding of the participants’ worldview and lived
experiences (Rossman and Rallis, 1998). In this case, students will take me into their
diversity course through their words and describe what their experience has been like. In
addition, the technique of interviewing will supplement the vignette data and allow me to
explore a phenomenon that is in its infancy stage.
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Interview Approach
I used the interview guide approach (Patton, 2002) to collect data. The purpose of
guided interviews is to explore participants’ perspectives about a specific topic (Rossman
and Rallis, 1998; Patton, 2002). According to Patton (2003), this approach “provides
subject areas within which the interviewer is free to explore, probe, and ask questions”
that can bring the topic to life (p. 343). While there may be several topics that the
interviewer wants to focus on, this approach provides room for researchers to examine
subjects that participants may discuss that are not listed in the interview protocol
(Rossman and Rallis, 1998). However, one of the advantages of the guided approach is
making the process “systematic” when interviewing different participants by determining
the topics to be examined in advance (Patton, 2002). This aspect of the process, in turn,
increases the “comparability of responses” from participants (Patton, 2002, p. 349).
Individual interviews were conducted for this research. I think students feel more
comfortable describing their experiences with one person instead of a group of people. In
addition, I believe confidentiality is important and is easier to maintain if students meet
with the researcher alone. The questions asked may elicit personal information that
students may not want revealed in a group setting. The interview protocol is included in
Appendix C. The first set of questions focused on students past experiences with social
diversity and taking diversity courses. The second set of questions asked about their
experiences in EDUC 210. The third set of questions focused on their experiences with
social action engagement and how they believe the course prepared them take action(s)
within their own sphere of influence. The interview protocol was reviewed by the
dissertation committee for feedback on content.
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Data Collection Procedure - Interviews
The goal of the interviews was to determine which components in EDUC 210
students believed influenced their preparedness for social action engagement. Six
students were interviewed. Originally, I planned to select one student per section, but
decided that too much variability may impact the results. Instead students were selected
from two sections. Students responded to three sets of questions that focused on their
particular experiences in EDUC 210. Interviews took place in fall 2006; one semester
after students completed the course. The reason for this method was to allow students
more time to reflect on their experiences in EDUC 210 with the hope of gleaning richer
data from the interviews. On the same day the post assignment was administered, students
were asked to sign a form giving me permission to contact them in the fall for follow-up.
The sign-up sheet included their names and contact information. The students placed the
contact information into the original envelopes with the vignettes. I contacted students in
September and scheduled the interviews for the month of October.
On the day of the interviews, I reviewed the informed consent letters students’
signed in spring 2006 and clarified any questions or concerns they had regarding the
study. The interviews were 60-90 minutes in length and were tape recorded. Students
were given pseudonyms to protect their identity in the results section of this study.
Data Management and Analysis
Vignettes
All vignettes were kept in a locked file cabinet where I work in the Northeast
Alliance office in the graduate school. Copies of the pre-vignettes were given to EDUC
210 instructors after the post-administration in order to facilitate a discussion among
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students. The goal of the discussion was to allow students the opportunity to hear how
their classmates viewed the social justice incidents and identify which action strategies
they believed to be the most effective in each scenario.
A content analysis was used to analyze the data from the vignettes. According to
Patton (2002), content analysis is “used to refer to any qualitative data reduction and
sense-making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify
core consistencies and meanings” (p. 453). Stemler (2001) describes this process as a
“systematic” one that is “based on explicit rules of coding” with the goal of condensing
the amount of text collected into smaller, more manageable categories. Typically, with
content analysis, researchers examine data from documents or interview transcripts for
patterns, repeated words, or themes in order to derive meaning from the words of
participants and tell their story as accurately as possible (Rossman and Rallis, 1998;
Patton, 2002).
Rossman and Rallis (1998) recommend a six stage process for analyzing
qualitative data: “Organizing the data; familiarizing yourself with data; generating
categories, themes, and patterns; coding the data; searching for alternative explanations of
the data; and writing the report” (p. 176). To help with this process I created a rubric with
a list of codes. The rubric was used to code students’ responses to questions asked in the
vignettes that focused on their ability to identify and analyze the core problem presented,
determine whether action(s) should be taken, present actual strategies they would take in
the scenario, and decide what knowledge and skills would be necessary for them to
effectively intervene in the incident described in the scenario.
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I used both an emergent and an a priori approach to develop the codes for the
rubric. With the emergent approach the researcher determines codes once data has been
examined (Stemler, 2001). In fall 2005 I did a pilot test using the vignettes to assess the
richness of students’ responses to the questions asked following the social justice
scenario. In addition, I wanted to use the data to determine if themes emerged from
students’ responses. The emergent method helped me develop the codes for several
variables (analyzes the problem, types of potential risks, and types of knowledge and
skills) included in the rubric.
Researchers use the a priori method when they want to develop codes based upon
a theoretical or conceptual framework (Stemler, 2001). The codes for the variables,
attitudes toward taking action, types of action strategies, and students’ reasons for taking
or not taking action were derived from Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior,
Griffin & Harro’s (1982/1997) social action continuum, McAdams (1986) research on
recruiting students to high-risk activism, and Goodman’s (2000) article on motivating
privileged students to promote social justice.
Once the codes were developed and the rubric1 was complete, two committee
members reviewed it twice for content. Afterward, I asked six peer reviewers to test the
rubric using a sample vignette11. The peer reviewers are past and current graduate students
in the Social Justice Education program at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. All
but one of the peer reviewers taught EDUC 210. Five reviewers completed the test run
and sent me feedback. The codes for identifying potential risks were adjusted based upon
feedback from the reviewers.

' The format for the rubric was adopted from a rubric designed in 1999 in the Office of Academic Planning and Assessment.
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Cross-tabulations were used to assess how often patterns and themes were
represented in the data gleaned from the vignettes. In addition, the process assisted with
examining students’ change over time for each variable on the pre and posttests.
Frequencies were used to calculate and categorize students’ responses to the Likert scale
questions included in the vignettes.
Interrater Reliability
An important aspect of content analysis is the reliability of the coding scheme
used by raters in a research study (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002; Stemler,
2001). Interrater reliability (or intercoder reliability) refers to the “level of agreement
between a particular set of judges on a particular instrument at a particular time”
(Stemler, 2004, p. 2). In other words, do raters agree about how the same text is scored
each time it is assessed? Stemler (2001) refers to this as reproducibility. Several scholars
contend that if a coding scheme is unreliable, the content analysis may not be valid
(Lombard, Synder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002; Peter & Lauf, 2002).
A universal guideline for measuring and reporting interrater reliability in research
does not existent, however; Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken (2002) do offer some
suggestions when reporting interrater reliability in research reports. They recommend that
researchers report the following information:
(1) size and method of reliability sample and justification of method; (2)
relationship of the reliability sample to the full sample; (3) number of reliability
raters; (4) amount of coding conducted by each reliability rater; (5) methods used
to calculate reliability and justification of method; (6) amount of training needed
to reach reliability scores; (7) how disagreements were resolved; and (8)
information outlining how to obtain the instrument used for coding, procedures,
and instructions (p.602).

u The vignette used was not included in the final data analysis because there was no post-vignette completed by the student.
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Seven raters, including the researcher were the reliability raters. All raters are current or
past doctoral students in the Social Justice Education (SJE) program. All raters except for
one currently teach or have taught EDUC 210.1 held two training sessions for the raters
to introduce the rubric and assess reliability. The first training session lasted two hours
and included four of the raters (researcher was a coder). There was a second training
session because it took time finding students who would agree to serve as raters. The
second session included three raters and lasted for an hour and a half. The researcher did
not code at the second session because the same vignettes were used at the prior session
and may inflate reliability.
During each session the raters were given a pre and post vignette to score. A blind
marking method was used to reduce bias for both the reliability sample and full sample
(Newstead & Dennis, 1990). The reliability sample was small (3% of full sample). The
method used to assess reliability during training was percent-agreement. Stemler (2004)
describes percent-agreement as a consensus estimate that measures how often raters select
the same or exact code each time when using a particular instrument. Seventy-percent
(.70) is generally an acceptable level of reliability for exploratory studies (Stemler, 2004;
Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002). During the training sessions the average
reliability score for each variable was seventy-five percent. Disagreements about code
selection during the training sessions were discussed openly between the raters and
adjustments were made regarding how to score certain items.
To assist raters with coding of the full sample, each was given an answer sheet for
each vignette. The researcher with the assistance of another doctoral student (graduate of
SJE program) wrote answers for each question that were ranked low, medium or high.
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There were six questions and four different vignettes (racism, sexism, heterosexism, and
classism). In addition, each rater was provided with a list of concepts relevant to topics in
EDUC 210 and the vignettes used in this study. Raters were given the researchers contact
information in case they had questions when scoring the full sample. A copy of the rubric
is included in the appendix section.
Two consensus estimates were used to measure reliability for the full sample:
percent-agreement and Cohen’s Kappa statistic (Fleiss, 1971). Once again, percentagreement measures how often two raters select the exact code on a scoring rubric, for
example (Stemler, 2004). It is commonly used for assessing interrater reliability;
especially for nominal data because it is simple to calculate and interpret (Stemler, 2004;
Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002). A researcher simply adds all the cases
together that received the exact score by two raters and divide them by the total number
of cases by the raters (Stemler, 2004). One of the major disadvantages of percentagreement cited in the literature is that it doesn’t allow for chance; therefore inflating
reliability levels especially if the number of categories is small (Lombard, Snyder-Duch,
& Bracken, 2002).
For that reason, I used Cohen’s Kappa statistic to measure reliability of the full
sample (Fleiss, 1971; Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002; Stemler, 2004) in
addition to percent agreement. The kappa statistic assumes that in most cases two raters
would code text the same 50% of the time by chance alone (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, &
Bracken, 2002). Therefore it “corrects the percent-agreement figure” by estimating for
chance (Stemler, 2004, p.4). Kappa values between .41-.60 are considered moderate and
values .60 and above are seen as substantial (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002;

80

Stemler, 2001). One of the disadvantages of the kappa statistic is that it provides a
conservative estimate of interrater reliability among two raters; indicating that in some
cases, interrater reliability estimates are low (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002).
However, using both measures to estimate interrater reliability may provide a more
complete picture of reliability when using content analysis.
In the full sample, interrater reliability was assessed between each rater and the
researcher using percent agreement and the kappa statistic. The reliability level reached
for each variable between an individual rater and the researcher is provided in a Table 2
(See Appendix D). Since each student who participated in the study responded to two
vignettes, reliability levels were assessed for both the pre-tests or XI (Tja and T2a) and
the post-tests or X2 (Tib and T2b). On average, the reliability level for each variable using
percent-agreement was .70 or higher. In most cases the kappa values indicate moderate
levels of interrater reliability. An asterisk (*) was given in the table if a kappa statistic
was unable to be determined; meaning that symmetry did not exist between the
researcher’s and an individual rater’s score.
The variable that had the least amount of agreement between the researcher and
raters was attitude toward taking action. In addition, there was less agreement between
the researcher and rater six. This rater is the only one who has not taught EDUC 210.
Several variables were recoded to increase the reliability levels {willingness, types of
action strategies, identifies potential risks, identifies appropriate knowledge). It was
decided to use my scores only in the final data analysis since acceptable reliability levels
were reached.
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Interviews
The interview transcripts were kept in the same place as the vignettes and
informed consent letters in the Northeast Alliance office. An administrative assistant was
hired to transcribe the interview transcripts. Seidman (1998) suggests giving hired
transcribers written instructions for transcription to ensure consistency. I met with the
transcriber twice (before the process began and again after one transcript was complete)
to discuss the procedures I believed necessary to complete the process accurately. In
addition, I provided the assistant with an example of an interview transcript I transcribed
previously to clarify the process. Once I received the transcripts, I read each one while
listening to the interviews to check for accuracy. In addition, all transcripts were sent to
participants to proofread before excerpts were included in this write-up. According to
Seidman (1998) allowing participants to proofread a transcript can help the researcher
present the participants story more accurately.
To analyze the interview data I utilized Rossman and Rallis’s (1998) six stage
process described for the vignette analysis. I read the transcripts several times and placed
brackets around passages that stood out to me (Seidman, 1998). Afterward, I transferred
those passages into a separate file in word to look for patterns and themes. When I read
the document with all selected passages, I wrote comments in the right margin of the
document indicating which passage related to others in order to develop larger “chunks”
for categories (Rossman and Rallis, 1998; Seidman, 1998). Once I determined a theme, I
coded examples throughout the interview transcripts that represented the category.
According to Miles and Huberman (1994) codes are “tags or labels for assigning units of
meaning to the descriptive or inferential information complied during a study” (p. 56).
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Key words and phrases that were repeated throughout the interview transcripts were
highlighted. Rossman and Rallis (1998) state that it is important for researchers to be firm
about which “phrases or words” reflect the categories and themes they identify because it
will help with the credibility and trustworthiness of the study. In order to check the
reliability of the themes identified, I used a peer reviewer (Patton, 2002). Miles and
Huberman (1994) believe “check-coding” with a peer reviewer can make the meaning of
codes well-defined and aid in increasing the interrater reliability in a study (p. 64). Once
this process was complete, another word file was created where all of the codes were
placed under the appropriate categories. This process was reiterated until I felt the
categories and codes determined were stable.
Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest creating a “start list” of codes when
researchers begin analysis (p. 58). The research questions or theoretical framework used
in a research study can serve as the basis from which to draw the start list of codes (Miles
and Huberman, 1994). However, researchers must be ready to adjust this list throughout
the analysis as new codes are discovered and others become less relevant (Miles and
Huberman, 1994). A start list of codes was developed based upon the emerging
conceptual framework for this study. The list of codes changed substantially once the data
was examined and analyzed.

Researcher's Role, Trustworthiness, and Ethical Considerations
Researcher’s Role
Creswell (1994) recommends that researchers who use qualitative methods to
investigate phenomena, identify their personal values and biases that will influence how
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the findings from a study are understood. The researcher’s role as the key instrument for
collecting data also necessitates this disclosure (Creswell, 1994). For the vignettes, my
role was to make the process of administration clear for the instructors. I met with the
instructors before the first administration of the vignettes, described the purpose of the
study, and answered questions regarding data collection. I also developed a “procedures
for data collection” sheet for instructors to confirm the process. As the researcher for this
study, I had sole responsibility for analyzing the data from the vignettes (Creswell, 1994).
For the interviews, my role was to develop rapport with the participants, allow
them to tell their stories without judgment, listen more than speak, and convey their rights
clearly, in writing (Seidman, 1998). I conducted all interviews and analyzed the data. In
addition, I gave participants the choice to proofread all transcripts before the results were
discussed in chapter four. All transcripts and vignettes were locked in a file cabinet to
ensure the participants anonymity.
I taught EDUC 210, Social Diversity in Education, from fall 2003 to spring 2005
at the University of Massachusetts. I also developed and taught a similar course at a
community college in Illinois for two years prior to enrolling in the Social Justice
Education program. During the time I was a teaching assistant for EDUC 210,1 discussed
my interest with the course coordinator in using the course for my dissertation research.
This discussion with the course coordinator early on made the task of gaining entry and
receiving permission to study EDUC 210 an easier process.
Prior experience teaching a diversity course provided me with detailed
information about the components of the course. In addition, when students presented
their stories during the interviews and gave responses to the social justice scenarios there
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I was familiar with their answers and experiences in EDUC 210.1 believe diversity
courses can serve as effective interventions on college campuses to help students examine
their own biases and develop action strategies to influence social change within their own
sphere of influence. A major assumption underlying this belief is that social injustice does
exist within the US and can be eradicated by its citizens through education and
collaboration.

Trustworthiness
In order to maximize the credibility of the research results, I consulted with
dissertation committee members and peer reviewers during each stage of the analysis
process. I asked at least one committee member and one peer reviewer to examine the
“start list” of codes (in rubric form) for the vignettes and to review several students’
responses to check the reliability of the categories. In addition, I asked them to review the
emergent themes I determined during analysis. I have included student responses from the
vignettes to illustrate the categories identified using their own words.
It is important to reflect the experiences of participants accurately (Creswell,
1994; Rossman and Rallis, 1998) when doing research. To triangulate the findings from
this study, I used interviews in addition to vignettes to describe how experiences in a
diversity course prepare and motivate students’ to take social action. In addition, I asked
participants to proofread transcripts for accuracy. Dissertation committee members were
asked to review the interview protocol and the emergent themes gleaned from the data.
Several peer reviewers were sought to check my coding and themes derived from the
interview data.
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Ethical Considerations
To protect the rights of participants, an informed consent letter was developed that
detailed the objectives of the research, data collection methods, and the intended use of
the research results. A copy of the informed consent letter is included in Appendix A.
This letter asked students for written permission to participate in the study. To ensure
confidentiality, students were given pseudonyms if their words are used in the final draft
of this dissertation and all transcripts and vignettes will be kept in a locked file cabinet. A
proposal for this research was examined and reviewed by the human subjects review
committee in the School of Education to ensure that the rights of participants in this study
were protected.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY: VIGNETTE PRE AND POST RESULTS
Introduction
The primary question for this exploratory study was: “What is the impact of a
social diversity course on students’ readiness for social action engagement?” For the
purposes of this study social action engagement is defined as students’ willingness to
eradicate social oppression within their sphere of influence (Nelson Laird, Engberg, &
Hurtado, 2005). A multi-method approach was used to explore this question which
included vignettes describing a social justice incident reflective of racism, sexism,
heterosexism, and classism and one-on-one interviews. In chapter four, I present the
results of this research in two sections. The first section describes the overall results for
each individual vignette. In the second section, a cross-vignette comparison is discussed
to identify similarities and/or differences across the results.
The primary method of this study is an analysis of students responses to racism,
sexism, heterosexism, and classism vignettes administered at the beginning and end of a
college level diversity course during spring 2006. Vignettes were used to explore students
understanding of “how” and “why” they respond to social justice issues. A pre-post
design was utilized for this study to compare students’ responses to the scenarios and
assess the effectiveness of a diversity course in increasing their readiness for social action
engagement. In this section I present the results from the descriptive analyses to assess
students’ responses to the vignettes. Participants’ demographic information will be
provided first, including their race/ethnicity, gender, class standing, and prior enrollment
in a diversity course. Results from the vignettes are then presented that address the
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following questions: (1) is there an increase in students’ competence for social action
engagement? (2) Is there an increase in students’ willingness to engage in social action?
(3) Is there evidence of changes in students’ perception of risk involved in social action
engagement? and (4) is there evidence of changes in students’ perceived intention to
engage in social action?
The analysis for the vignette data was conducted by vignette type in order to make
the discussion of results manageable. In addition, past studies have mainly focused on
topics of racism and sexism (Henderson-King & Kaleta, 2000) when assessing
educational outcomes of diversity courses. In this study, heterosexism and classism
vignettes were added to expand the research on social justice issues. One of the original
goals of this study was to make comparisons among various demographic variables. The
limited numbers of participants along race/ethnicity, gender, class standing, and previous
enrollment in a diversity course compromised true usefulness of such a comparison. Such
comparisons might be recommended for future studies.
Vignettes
Demographic Information
The participants’ for this research were undergraduate students enrolled in the
course EDUC 210, Social Diversity in Education during spring 2006 at the University of
Massachusetts Amherst. Six sections of EDUC 210 were offered that semester with
approximately 30 students in each section. A stratified sample (See table 9) was used in
this study to balance the number of participants along social categories and facilitate
comparisons across groups. Sixty students (33%), ten from each section, were selected for
the analysis. Out of the sixty students, thirty were women (50%) and thirty identified as
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men (50%). There were 21 (35%) students of color (Black/African American, Latina/o,
Asian or Pacific Islander, and Native American) and 39 (65%) students who identified as
White or Caucasian. The sample included 34 (57%) first-year students and 26
sophomores, juniors, and seniors (43%). Just over a third of participating students (33%)
had enrolled in a diversity course previously.
Table 3
Participant Demographic Information
Race/Ethnicity
Gender

Number in
Sample

Class Standing

Prior Diversity
Course

Students
of Color

Caucasian
Students

FirstYear

So/Jr/Sr

Yes

No

Women

30

11

19

16

14

13

17

Men

30

10

20

18

12

7

23

Results
A rubric was developed to analyze the data from the vignettes. A copy of the
rubric is included in Appendix C. The rubric was organized around each research
question and given specific codes to categorize a student’s response. For example, the
first research question explores whether students competence increased while enrolled in
EDUC 210. An example of one of the variables used to assess students competence is: (1)
students’ ability to accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue accurately. Three
codes were created to assess students’ ability to identify a social justice incident
accurately on the pre and post vignettes. The codes were “response does not identify the
problem in the scenario,” “Problem identified inaccurately in response,” and “Problem
identified accurately.” Raters checked the box on the rubric that best described students’
responses. Four codes were used to assess how students analyzed the social justice
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incidents described in each vignette on the pre and post. The codes were “response does
not acknowledge an issue,” “Incident described as a lack of sensitivity,” “Incident
described as an example of prejudice and/or stereotyping,” or “Incident described as an
example of oppression.” In addition, an “other” category was included for raters (See
Chapter 3) to write in codes or descriptions they noticed during scoring for each variable
that appeared to be iterative for particular students. The rubrics also included a comments
section for raters to write about patterns or other items that came to their attention while
scoring students vignettes.
The codes for the rest of the variables will be described throughout the results
section and can be located in the appendix section. The results on the pre-tests and post¬
tests by vignette type are described next to determine patterns for each variable.
Racism Vignette
Competence for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students competence for social action engagement increased
while enrolled in EDUC 210, three variables were measured to assess change over time:
(1) students’ ability to accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue (2) Students’
ability to identify action strategies accurately and (3) Students’ ability to identify
knowledge and skills necessary to take action effectively in a social justice incident.

Identification of Social Justice Incident
Three codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify a social justice
incident accurately on the pre and post vignettes. The three codes were “response does
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not identify the problem in the scenario,” “problem identified inaccurately in response,”
and “problem identified accurately.”
The majority of the students (76%) in this study were unable to identify the
problem described in the racism vignette as a form of oppression on the pre and post-test
(See Table 4). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify
the problem in the scenario accurately. However, five students (16%) who did not
identify the racism scenario as a form of oppression on the pre-test did show change in
their ability to identify the problem accurately over the course of the semester. At the end
of the diversity course, these students viewed the incident as an example of racism.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent two students (6%) who identified the racism
scenario accurately on the pre-test from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
Table 4
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CODE
No Problem Identified
Problem Identified Inaccurately
Problem Identified Accurately

CHANGE
PRE-TEST Direction
+
27
5
0
0
3
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
Same*
(High)
(Low)
22
0
0
0
1
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
0
2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Analysis of Social Justice Incident
Four codes were used to assess whether students could analyze the social justice
incident in the racism vignette accurately on the pre-test and post-test. The codes were
“response does not acknowledge an issue,” “incident described as a lack of sensitivity,”
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“incident described as an example of prejudice and/or stereotyping,” or “incident
described as an example of oppression.”
The majority of the students participating in this study were unable to analyze the
problem described in the racism vignette accurately on the pre (86%) and post-test (76%).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to analyze the problem in
the scenario (See Table 5). The majority of the students’ in the sample described the
incident in the racism scenario as either a “lack of sensitivity” or did not acknowledge an
issue existed in the vignette at all. Four students (13%) who were unable to analyze the
racism scenario accurately on the pre-test did show change in their ability to do so over
the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these students were able to
analyze the incident in the racism scenario accurately. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
prevent two students (6%) who identified the racism scenario accurately on the pre-test
from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
One final note here is that EDUC 210 did have a positive affect on seven
additional students (30%) in their ability to analyze the racism scenario over the course of
the semester. While these students did not analyze the racism vignette accurately on the
post-test they showed positive change at the end of the diversity course. For instance, six
students who did not acknowledge that a problem existed in the incident described in the
racism scenario on the pre-test, showed positive change by indicating that the vignette
was either a lack of sensitivity (5 students) or an example of prejudice and/or stereotyping
(1 student) on the post-test. In addition, one student who described the vignette as a lack
of sensitivity on the pre-test described the racism scenario as an example of prejudice or
stereotyping on the post.

92

Table 5
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Analyze a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CODE
Issue not Acknowledged
Lack of Sensitivity
Prejudice and Stereotype
Oppression

PRE-TEST
12
14
1
3

CHANGE
Direction
+
6
4
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
1

Same*
(Low)
6
9
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
1
0
2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Identification of Action Strategies
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify appropriate action
strategies when taking action on the pre and post-vignette. The codes were “response
includes no strategies,” “response includes inappropriate strategies for scenario,”
“response includes one appropriate strategy,” and the “response includes more than one
appropriate strategy.” The third and fourth codes were collapsed during the analysis and
recoded as “one or more appropriate strategies.”
The majority of the students (86%) in this study were able to identify action
strategies to take action in the racism scenario on both the pre and post-test (See Table 6).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify appropriate
action strategies in the racism vignette. However, three students (10%) who did not
identify action strategies for the racism scenario on the pre-test did show change over the
course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these students provided
appropriate action strategies for the racism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
prevent one student (3%) from declining in their ability to identify action strategies for
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the racism scenario at the end of the course. One student’s score was missing on both the
pre and post-test.
Table 6
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Appropriate Action Strategies

CODE
No Strategies
Inappropriate Strategy(ies)
One or More Appropriate
Strategies

PRE-TEST
2
2

CHANGE
Direction
+
1
2

25

0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
Same*
(High)
(Low)
0
1
0
0
24

CHANGE
Direction

0

0
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Knowledge Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify knowledge needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes. The codes were “response does
not identify knowledge needed to take action in scenario,” “response includes knowledge
inappropriate for scenario,” “response includes one example of appropriate knowledge for
scenario,” and “response includes several examples of appropriate knowledge for
scenario.” The third and fourth codes were collapsed during analysis and recoded as
“response includes one or more examples of appropriate knowledge needed for scenario.”
Just over half of the students (53%) in this study were able to identify knowledge
needed to intervene in the racism vignette on both the pre and post-test (See Table 7).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify knowledge
needed for intervention in the racism scenario. In addition, 12 students (40%) in the
sample who could not give examples of knowledge necessary to intervention in the
racism vignette on the pre-test did not change their ability to do so over the course of the
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semester. At the end of the course, the same 12 students failed to provide examples of
knowledge necessary to intervene in the racism scenario. Five students (16%) who did not
identify knowledge needed to intervene in the racism scenario on the pre-test showed
change in their ability to identify knowledge over the course of the semester. These
students, by the end of EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of knowledge for
the racism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent five students (16%) from
declining in their ability to identify knowledge on the post-test. One student identified
inappropriate knowledge and five failed to provide any examples at all.
Table 7
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Knowledge

CODE
No Examples of Knowledge
Knowledge Identified
Inaccurately
Knowledge Identified
Accurately

CHANGE
Direction
+

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE
Direction

5

Same*
(High)
0

Same*
(Low)
8

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

12

0

4

PRE-TEST
14

1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Skill Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify skills needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes. The codes were “response does
not identify skills need to take action in scenario,” “response includes skills inappropriate
for scenario,” “response includes one example of appropriate skills for scenario,” and
“response includes several examples of appropriate skills for scenario.” The third and
fourth codes were collapsed during analysis and recoded as “response includes one or
more examples of appropriate skills needed for scenario.”
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Over a third of the students (40%) participating in this study was able to identify
skills needed to intervene in the racism vignette on both the pre and post-test (See Table
8). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify skills
necessary for intervention in the racism scenario. Half of the students (50%) in the sample
who could not give examples of skills needed to intervention in the racism vignette on the
pre-test showed no change in their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the
end of EDUC 210, the same 15 students failed to provide examples of skills necessary to
intervene in the racism vignette. Six students (16%) who did not identify skills needed to
intervene in the racism scenario on the pre-test showed change in their ability to identify
skills over the course of the semester. These six students, by the end of EDUC 210, could
provide appropriate examples of skills for the racism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210
did not prevent three students (10%) from declining in their ability to identify skills on
the post-test.
Table 8
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to identify skills for Social Action
Engagement

CODE
No Skills Identified
Inappropriate Skills Identified
One or More Appropriate Skills

PRE-TEST
18
0
12

CHANGE
Direction
+
6
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
9

Same*
(Low)
12
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
0
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students willingness to engage in social action increased
while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over time:
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(1) students’ motivation to engage in social action, and (2) Students' self-confidence to
engage in social action.

Motivation to Engage in Social Action
Three codes were used to assess students’ motivation to take action in a social
justice incident on the pre and post vignette. The codes for motivation to engage in social
action were “response indicates a lack of motivation to intervene in scenario,” “response
indicates limited motivation to take action,” and the third code was “response shows
motivation to take action in scenario.” The second and third codes were collapsed during
analysis and recoded as “shows motivation to take action in scenario.”
The majority of students (90%) participating in this study showed motivation to
take action in the racism scenario on both the pre and post-test (See Table 9).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the motivation of student participants to take
action in the racism scenario. Three students who did not indicate motivation to take
action on the pre-test did not change their motivation over the course of the semester. At
the end of the course, the same three students failed to indicate to motivation to engage in
social action.
Table 9
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Motivation for Social Action Engagement

CODE
Lack of Motivation
Shows Motivation to Take
Action

PRE-TEST
3

CHANGE
Direction
+

27

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

0

Same*
(High)
0

Same*
(Low)
3

0

27

0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
0
0

Confidence to Engage in Social Action
A five point scale was used to assess how confident students would feel taking
action in the scenario on the pre and post vignette. On the confidence scale students could
select whether they felt “Not at all confident, not confident, somewhat confident,
confident, or very confident” in taking action in the incident described in the vignette.
The mean on the pre-test (3.87) and post-test (3.83) were almost identical, indicating
most students (60%) did not show change on this variable. Also, this indicates that
several students were less confident in taking action at the end of the course. Over a third
of the students in this sample (40%) were confident or very confident on both the pre and
post-test (See Table 10). Six students (20%) who were not confident or somewhat
confident to take action in the racism scenario on pre-test showed no change in their
confidence over the course of the semester. The same six students did not increase in their
confidence to take action by the end of EDUC 210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
affect most students’ confidence to engage in social action in the racism scenario.
However, four students (13%) who were somewhat confident or not confident at all to
take action on the racism pre-test showed change by the end of the diversity course. All
four were either confident or very confident to engage in social action at the end of
EDUC 210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent seven students (23%) from
feeling less confident to take action in the racism scenario on the post-test.

Table 10
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Confidence for Social Action Engagement

CODE
Not at All Confident
Not Confident
Somewhat Confident
Confident
Very Confident

PRE-TEST
0
4
6
10
10

CHANGE
Direction
+
0
1
3
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
5
7

Same*
(Low)

CHANGE
Direction

3
3
0
0

0
0
0
4
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
One variable was used to assess whether students perception of risk changed
while enrolled in EDUC 210 on the pre and post vignette. The variable was students’
ability to identify potential risks accurately in the given scenario.

Risk Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify potential risks in the
assigned vignette. The codes were “response does not identify potential risk for
intervening in scenario,” “response identifies inappropriate risks for intervening in
scenario,” “response identifies one accurate risk for intervening in scenario,” and
“response identifies more than one accurate risk for intervening in scenario.” The third
and fourth codes were collapsed and recoded during the analysis “one or more accurate
risks for intervening in scenario.”
The majority of students (73%) participating in this study showed ability to
identify potential risks in intervening in the racism scenario on both the pre and post-test
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(See Table 11). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect student participants’ ability to
provide examples of risks in the racism vignette. Two students who did not identify
potential risks in taking action in the racism scenario on the pre-test showed no change in
their ability over the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the same two
i

students were unable to identify risks on the post-test. Five students (16%) who did not
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the racism post-test.
Table 11
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Potential Risks

CODE
No Risks Identified
Risks Identified Inaccurately
Risks Identified Accurately

PRE-TEST
5
2
23

CHANGE
Direction
+
3
2
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
22

Same*
(Low)
2
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether there were changes in students’ intention to engage in social
action while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over
time on the pre and post vignette: (1) students’ attitude toward the outcome of taking
action, and (2) The likelihood of students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them
for this study.
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Attitude toward Social Action
Three codes were used to assess changes in students’ attitudes toward taking
action. The codes were “response does not indicate a positive or negative attitude toward
social action engagement”, “response indicates a negative attitude toward social action
engagement,” and the third code was “response indicates a positive attitude toward social
action engagement.”
Two thirds of the students (66%) in this study showed a positive attitude toward
taking action in the racism scenario on both the pre and post-test (See Table 12). Seven
students (23%) who did not indicate a positive or negative attitude toward taking action in
the racism vignette on the pre-test did not change their attitude over the course of the
semester. At the end of the course, the same number of students failed to show a positive
attitude. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the majority of student participants’
attitude toward taking action in the racism scenario. However, two students (6%) who
showed neither a positive or negative attitude toward taking action in the racism scenario
on the pre-test showed change over the course of the semester. At the end of EDUC 210
the same two students’ were positive toward taking action in the racism scenario.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent one student (3%) from feeling less positive
toward taking action in the racism scenario on the post-test.
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Table 12
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Attitude toward Social Action Engagement

CODE
Neither Positive or Negative
Negative Attitude toward SAE
Positive Attitude toward SAE

PRE-TEST
8
1
21

CHANGE
Direction
+
2
0
0

-

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
20

Same*
(Low)
7
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
1
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how likely students were to take action in the described
social justice incident on the pre and post-vignette. On the intention scale students could
select that they felt “Not at all likely, not likely, somewhat likely, likely, or very likely” in
taking action in the racism vignette. The mean on the pre-test was 3.60 as compared to
3.53 on the post-test; indicating students were less likely to take action in the racism
scenario by the end of the course.
Only seven students in this sample (23%) were likely or very likely on both the
pre and post-test (See Table 13). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the students’
intention to engage in social action in the racism scenario. Nine students (30%) who were
not (or not at all) likely or somewhat likely to take action in the racism scenario on pre¬
test showed no change in their intention over the course of the semester. The same nine
students were “somewhat” or not (or not at all) likely to take action by the end of EDUC
210. However, seven students (23%) who were likely, somewhat or not likely to take
action on the racism pre-test did show change by the end of the diversity course. All
seven were either likely or very likely to take action at the end of EDUC 210.
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Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent seven students (23%) from feeling less likely
to take action in the racism scenario on the post-test.
Table 13
Racism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Intention for Social Action Engagement

CODE
Not at All Likely
Not Likely
Somewhat Likely
Likely
Very Likely

PRE-TEST
1
2
11
10
6

CHANGE
Direction
+
0
1
4
2
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
3
4

Same*
(Low)
1
1
7
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
0
0
0
5
2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Summary
The results are mixed with regard to students’ readiness to take action in the
racism scenario. The course did not have a positive impact on students’ ability to identify
the problem or analyze the incident accurately on the racism post-test. Most students
described the social justice incident as a lack of sensitivity instead of racism; showing
most students showed no change over the course of the semester. However, the course did
help students move in the right direction on most variables even if they didn’t identify
variables correctly. Meaning that the course does have some impact, but not always to the
degree in which instructors would like to see by the end of the course.
On certain variables (action strategies, motivation, risks, attitude toward SAE)
most students scored high on the pre-test and remained high on the post-test. Enrollment
in EDUC 210 did not affect students on these variables over the course of the semester.
While the majority of students were confident and very confident on the pre and post-test
on the confidence scale, the course did not prevent a third of the students from feeling
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less confident on the post-test. This was also the case on the intention scale. Although
half of the students were likely or very likely to take action in the racism vignette on the
pre and post, a third of the students who likely or very likely to take action in the scenario
on the pre-test were less likely to do so on the post-test. Students may feel confident and
positive toward taking action in the racism scenario, but are still hesitant to actually take
social action.
Overall, while students who responded to the racism vignette felt confident to take
action, showed motivation to engage in social action, were positive toward social action
engagement and could identify action strategies and potential risks; demonstrating the
ability to intervene effectively is questionable in that they could not identify or analyze
the incident accurately. These results show a lack of awareness and an inability to
recognize oppression at an individual level. In addition, students could not identify the
knowledge and skills necessary to intervene in the racism scenario effectively. If students
are not ready to name racism (or even prejudice) in an incident, they are not likely or
prepared to take action and interrupt it.
Sexism Vignette
Competence for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students competence increased while enrolled in EDUC 210,
three variables were measured to assess change over time: (1) students’ ability to
accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue (2) Students’ ability to identify action
strategies accurately and (3) Students’ ability to identify knowledge and skills necessary
to take action effectively in a social justice incident.
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Identification of Social Justice Incident
Three codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify a social justice
incident accurately on the pre and post vignettes. The three codes were “response does
not identify the problem in the scenario,” “problem identified inaccurately in response,”
and “problem identified accurately.”
About half of the students (46%) participating in this study were unable to identify
the problem described in the sexism vignette as a form of oppression on the pre and post¬
test (See Table 14). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect students’ ability to identify
the problem in the scenario accurately. Five students (16%) identified the sexism scenario
accurately on the pre-test. However, 11 students (36%) who did not identify the sexism
scenario as a form of oppression on the pre-test did show change in their ability to
identify the problem accurately over the course of the semester. At the end of the course,
these students viewed the incident as an example of oppression. Participation in EDUC
210 did not prevent three students (1%) who identified the sexism scenario accurately on
the pre-test from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
Table 14
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CHANGE
CODE
No Problem Identified
Problem identified Inaccurately
Problem Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
25
0
5

Direction
(+)
11
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
2

Same*
(Low)
14
0
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
3

Analysis Social Justice Incident Accurately
Four codes were used to assess whether students could analyze the social justice
incident in the sexism vignette accurately on the pre-test and post-test (See Table 15). A
third of the students (30%) in this study were unable to analyze the problem described in
the sexism vignette accurately on the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did
not affect students’ ability to analyze the problem in the scenario (See Table 15). Four
students’ (13%) in the sample described the incident in the sexism scenario as a form of
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oppression on the pre-test. Eleven students (36%) who were unable to analyze the sexism
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scenario accurately on the pre-test did show change in their ability to do so over the
I1
course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these students were able to
analyze the incident in the sexism scenario accurately. In addition, EDUC 210 did have a
positive on four students (13%) who did not acknowledge an issue existed in the sexism
scenario on the pre-test. By the end of the course they saw the incident as a lack of
sensitivity. While not the degree of change hoped for a positive change did occur.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent two students (6%) who identified the sexism
scenario accurately on the pre-test from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
Table 15
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Analyze a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CHANGE
CODE
Issue not Acknowledged
Lack of Sensitivity
Prejudice and Stereotype
Oppression

PRE¬
TEST
16
8
2
4

Direction
(+)
8
7
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
1
3

Same*
(Low)
8
1
0
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
1
1
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Identification of Action Strategies
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify appropriate action
strategies when taking action on the pre and post-vignette (See Table 16). The majority of
the students (79%) in this study were able to identify action strategies to take action in the
racism scenario on both the pre and post-test (See Table 16). Participation in EDUC 210
did not affect most students’ ability to identify appropriate action strategies in the sexism
vignette. Only one student who did not identify action strategies for the sexism scenario
on the pre-test did not change by the end of the course. However, three students (10%)
who did not identify action strategies for the sexism scenario on the pre-test did show
change over the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these students
provided appropriate action strategies for the sexism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210
did not prevent two students (6%) from declining in their ability to identify action
strategies for the sexism scenario at the end of the course. One student’s score was
missing on both the pre and post-test.
Table 16
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Appropriate Action Strategies

CHANGE
CODE
No Strategies
Inappropriate Strategy(ies)
One or More Appropriate
Strategies

PRE¬
TEST
3
1

Direction

25

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE

Same*
(Low)
1
0

Direction

(+)
2
1

Same*
(High)
0
0

0

23

0

2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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(-)
0
0

Knowledge Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify knowledge needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes. Over a third of the students
(40%) participating in this study was able to identify knowledge needed to intervene in
the sexism vignette on both the pre and post-test (See Table 17). Participation in EDUC
210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify knowledge needed for intervention in
the racism scenario. In addition, about a quarter of students (23%) in the sample who
could not give examples of knowledge necessary to intervention in the sexism vignette on
the pre-test did not change their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the
end of the course, the same students failed to provide examples of knowledge necessary
to intervene in the sexism scenario. A third of the students (30%) who did not identify
knowledge needed to intervene in the sexism scenario on the pre-test showed change in
their ability to identify knowledge over the course of the semester. These students, by the
end of EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of knowledge for the sexism
vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent two students (6%) from declining in
their ability to identify knowledge on the post-test.
Table 17
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Knowledge

CHANGE
CODE
No Examples of Knowledge
Knowledge Identified Inaccurately
Knowledge Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
14
2
14

Direction
J±L
8
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
12

Same*
(Low)
6
1
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
2

Skill Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify skills needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes. Half of the students (50%) in this
study were able to identify skills needed to intervene in the sexism vignette on both the
pre and post-test (See Table 18). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’
ability to identify skills necessary for intervention in the sexism scenario. About quarter
of the students (23%) in the sample could not give examples of skills needed to
intervention in the sexism vignette on the pre and post-test. Four students (13%) who did
not identify skills needed to intervene in the sexism scenario on the pre-test showed
change in their ability to identify skills over the course of the semester. These students, by
the end of EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of skills for the sexism
vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent four students (13%) from declining
in their ability to identify skills on the post-test; indicating bimodal results for the number
of students who showed change over the course of the semester
Table 18
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Skills

CHANGE
CODE
No Skills Identified
Inappropriate Skills Identified
One or More Appropriate Skills

PRE¬
TEST
19
0
11

Direction
(+)
4
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
7

Same*
(Low)
15
0
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
4

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students willingness to engage in social action increased
while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over time:
(1) students’ motivation to engage in social action, and (2) Students’ self-confidence to
engage in social action.

Motivation to Engage in Social Action
Three codes were used to assess students’ motivation to take action in a social
justice incident on the pre and post vignette. The codes were “response indicates a lack of
motivation to intervene in scenario,” “response indicates limited motivation to take
action,” and the third code was “response shows motivation to take action in scenario.”
The second and third codes were collapsed during analysis and recoded as “shows
motivation to take action in scenario.”
The majority of students (86%) participating in this study showed motivation to
take action in the racism scenario on both the pre and post-test (See Table 19).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the motivation of student participants to take
action in the sexism scenario. One student who did not indicate motivation to take action
on the pre-test did not change their motivation over the course of the semester. At the end
of the course, the same student failed to indicate to motivation to engage in social action.
Two students who did not show motivation to take action in the sexism scenario on the
pre-test did show change and were motivated to take action in the incident by the end of
the semester. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent one student from showing less
motivation to take action in the sexism scenario over the course of the semester.
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Table 19
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Motivation for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Lack of Motivation
Shows Motivation to Take Action

PRETEST
3
27

Direction
(+)
2
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
26

Same*
(Low)
1
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Confidence to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how confident students would feel taking action in the
scenario on the pre and post vignette. On the confidence scale students could select
whether they felt “Not at all confident, not confident, somewhat confident, confident, or
very confident” in taking action in the incident described in the vignette. The mean was
3.63 on the pre-test and 3.67 on the post-test; showing a slight increase in students
confidence over the course of the semester. A third of the students in this sample (30%)
were confident or very confident on both the pre and post-test (See Table 20).
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect these students’ confidence to engage in social
action in the sexism scenario. Only one student (3%) who was somewhat confident to
take action in the sexism scenario on the pre-test showed no change in their confidence
over the course of the semester. The same student was somewhat confident to take action
by the end of EDUC 210. However, nine students (30%) who were somewhat confident
or confident to take action on the sexism pre-test did show change by the end of the
diversity course. All nine students were either confident or very confident to engage in
social action at the end of EDUC 210. Two other students did show positive change by
the end of the course; however, not to the degree of the other students. One student who
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was “not at all confident” on the pre-test was “not confident” on the post-test. The other
student who was “not confident’ on the pre-test felt somewhat confident on the post-test.
Similar to the results for the racism vignette, participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent
third of the students (30%) from feeling less confident to take action in the sexism
scenario on the post-test.
Table 20
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Confidence for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Confidence
Not Confident
Somewhat Confident
Confident
Very Confident

PRE¬
TEST
1
2
10
11
6

Direction
(+)
1
1
8
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
7
2

Same*
(Low)
0
0
1
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
1
1
3
4

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
One variable was used to assess whether students perception of risk changed
while enrolled in EDUC 210 on the pre and post vignette. The variable was students’
ability to identify potential risks accurately in the given scenario.

Risk Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify potential risks in the
assigned vignette (See Table 21). The majority of students (73%) participating in this
study were able to identify potential risks when intervening in the sexism scenario on
both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect student participants’

ability to provide examples of risks in the sexism vignette. Only one student who did not
identify potential risks in taking action in the sexism scenario on the pre-test showed no
change in their ability over the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the same
student was unable to identify risks on the post-test. Five students (16%) who did not
identify risks in intervening in the sexism scenario on the pre-test did show change in
their ability to do so over the course of the semester. These students, by the end of EDUC
210, could provide potential risks for the sexism vignette. Participation in the diversity
course did not prevent two students (6%) from declining in their ability to identify risks
on the sexism post-test.
Table 21
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Potential Risks

CHANGE
CODE
No Risks Identified
Risks Identified Inaccurately
Risks Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
7
0
23

Direction
(+)
5
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
22

Same*
(Low)
1
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
1
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether there were changes in students’ intention to engage in social
action while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over
time on the pre and post vignette: (1) students’ attitude toward the outcome of taking
action, and (2) The likelihood of students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them
for this study.
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Attitude toward Social Action
Three codes were used to assess changes in students’ attitudes toward taking
action (See Table 22). About a quarter of the students (23%) in this study were neither
positive nor negative attitude toward taking action in the sexism scenario on both the pre
and post-test (See Table 12). Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect over a third of
student participants’ attitude toward taking action in the sexism scenario. Five students
who showed a positive attitude toward taking action in the sexism vignette on the pre-test
did not change their attitude over the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the
same students were positive toward taking action in the sexism scenario. However, 14
students (46%) whose attitude was undetermined (one showed a negative attitude) toward
taking action in the sexism scenario on the pre-test showed change over the course of the
semester. At the end of EDUC 210 these students were positive toward taking action in
the sexism scenario. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent four students (13%) from
feeling less positive toward taking action in the sexism scenario on the post-test.
Table 22
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Attitude toward Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Neither Positive or Negative
Negative Attitude toward SAE
Positive Attitude toward SAE

PRE¬
TEST
23
2
5

Direction
(+)
13
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
5

Same*
(Low)
7
0
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
3
1
0

Intention to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how likely students were to take action in the described
social justice incident on the pre and post-vignette. On the intention scale students could
select that they were “Not at all likely, not likely, somewhat likely, likely, or very likely”
in taking action in the sexism vignette. The mean was 2.80 on the pre-test and 3.27 on the
post-test for the sexism vignette. This result indicates that students were more likely to
intervene in the sexism scenario at the end of the course. Only four students in this
sample (13%) were likely or very likely on both the pre and post-test. Six students (20%)
who were not at all likely or somewhat likely to take action in the sexism scenario on pre¬
test showed no change in their intention over the course of the semester. The same six
students were “somewhat” or not at all likely to take action by the end of EDUC 210.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect intention to engage in social action in the
sexism scenario for one third of the students. However, ten students (33%) who were
likely, somewhat, not likely (and not at all likely) to take action on the sexism pre-test did
show change by the end of the diversity course. All 10 were either likely or very likely to
take action in the sexism scenario by the end of EDUC 210. In addition, the course had a
positive affect on five students who were not at all likely or not likely to take action in the
sexism scenario. Over the course of the semester these students showed positive change
and were not likely or somewhat likely to take action in the vignette, respectively.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent five students (16%) from feeling less likely to
take action in the sexism scenario on the post-test.
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Table 23
Sexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Intention for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Likely
Not Likely
Somewhat Likely
Likely
Very Likely

PRE¬
TEST
4
6
13
6
1

Direction
(+)
2
5
7
1
0

-

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
3
1

Same*
(Low)
2
0
4
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
1
2
2
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Summary
There are several variables where the diversity course appeared to have a positive
impact on students’ readiness for social action engagement in the sexism vignette. About
half of the students in this sample identified the problem accurately and described the
incident as an example of sexism on the post-test. The majority of the students could
identify the knowledge necessary to intervene in the vignette on the post-test and the
majority of students showed a positive attitude toward taking action on the post-test. In
addition, about half of the students were likely or very likely to take action in the sexism
scenario on the post-test. In all of the cases above, a substantial number of students
showed change in a positive direction (a third or higher) on the post-test.
The course did not have an affect on students for several variables. Most students
enrolled in EDUC 210 with the ability to identify the action strategies and potential risks.
In addition, most students were motivated to take action in the sexism scenario. There
were mixed results on the confidence and intention scale. The majority of the students
were confident on the post-test reflecting a slight increase in the mean on the post-test.
However, the course did not prevent some of the students from showing some decline on
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the post-test. A third of the students were less confident on the post-test. In addition, half
of the students showed change in a positive direction on the intention scale and were
more likely to take action on the post-test. Yet, the scores were bimodal on post-test. Just
as many students were likely to take action in the sexism vignette that was “somewhat
likely” to on the post-test. One pattern emerged here, if students were confident to take
action, they were more likely to take action in the sexism scenario.
Overall, students in this sample showed some competence to intervene in the
scenario, willingness to take action, an ability to identify potential risks, and intention to
engage in social action. The course had no impact on only one variable: students’ ability
to identify skills needed to take action effectively in the vignette. The students who
responded to the sexism vignette appear to be more capable and better prepared to
intervene in the incident described in the scenario on the post-test than they did on the
pre-test.
Classism Vignette
Competence for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students competence increased while enrolled in EDUC 210,
three variables were measured to assess change over time: (1) students’ ability to
accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue (2) Students’ ability to identify action
strategies accurately and (3) Students’ ability to identify knowledge and skills necessary
to take action effectively in a social justice incident.
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Identification of Social Justice Incident
Three codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify a social justice
incident accurately on the pre and post vignettes (See Table 24). The majority of the
students (63%) in this study were unable to identify the problem described in the classism
vignette as a form of oppression on the pre and post-test. Four students (13%) were able

Cw

to identify the classism scenario correctly on both the pre and post-test. Participation in
*ii,

EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify the problem in the classism
scenario. However, six students (20%) who did not identify the classism scenario as a
form of oppression on the pre-test did show change in their ability to identify the problem
accurately over the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these
students viewed the incident as an example of classism. Participation in EDUC 210 did
not prevent one student (6%) who identified the classism scenario accurately on the pre¬
test from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
Table 24
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CHANGE
CODE
No Problem Identified
Problem Identified Inaccurately
Problem Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
25
0
5

Direction
(+)
6
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
4

Same*
(Low)
19
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Analysis of Social Justice Incident
Four codes were used to assess whether students could analyze the social justice
incident in the classism vignette accurately on the pre-test and post-test (See Table 25). A
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discrepancy was found in the coding on this vignette. On the previous variable, coders
rated four students as identifying the classism scenario accurately on both the pre and
post-test. However, none were identified as analyzing the classism scenario accurately. A
possible explanation for this inconsistency is that coders believed identifying “prejudice
and/or stereotyping for the classism vignette was accurate. That was not the intention of
the researcher. Identifying prejudice and/or stereotyping are half of the correct answer.
Classism at an individual level is a complete, accurate answer.
Half of the students (50%) participating in this study were unable to analyze the
problem described in the classism vignette accurately on the pre and post-test. Students’
in the sample described the incident in the classism scenario as either a “lack of
sensitivity” or did not acknowledge an issue existed in the vignette at all. Four students
(13%) described the incident in the scenario as an example of prejudice and/or
stereotyping on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most
students’ ability to analyze the problem in the scenario. However, four students (13%)
who were unable to analyze the classism scenario accurately on the pre-test did show
change in their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity
course, these students were able to analyze the incident in the classism scenario
accurately. In addition, six other students (20%) showed positive change over the course
semester. While these did not analyze the classism scenario accurately on the post-test,
they were less likely to describe the incident in the scenario as a lack of sensitivity or
deny that a problem existed in the vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent
two students (6%) who identified the classism scenario accurately on the pre-test from
declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
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Table 25
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Analyze a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CODE
Issue not Acknowledged
Lack of Sensitivity
Prejudice and Stereotype
Oppression

PRE¬
TEST
17
8
5
0

CHANGE
Direction
(+) •
7
2
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
4
0

Same*
(Low)
10
5
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
1
1
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Identification of Action Strategies
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify appropriate action
strategies when taking action on the pre and post-vignette (See Table 26). Over half the
students (56%) in this study were able to identify action strategies to take action in the
classism scenario on both the pre and post-test. Six students (20%) were able to identify
appropriate action strategies on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did
not affect most students’ ability to identify appropriate action strategies in the classism
vignette. However, three students (10%) who did not identify action strategies for the
classism scenario on the pre-test did show change over the course of the semester. At the
end of the diversity course, these students provided appropriate action strategies for the
classism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent four students (13%) from
declining in their ability to identify action strategies for the classism scenario at the end of
the course.

Table 26
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Appropriate Action Strategies

CHANGE
CODE
No Strategies
Inappropriate Strategy(ies)
One or More Appropriate
Strategies

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE

Same*
(Low)
4
2

Direction

(+)
2
1

Same*
(High)
0
0

0

17

0

1

PRE¬
TEST
8
4

Direction

18

(-)
2
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Knowledge Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify knowledge needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes (See Table 27). Only eight of the
students (26%) participating in this study were able to identify knowledge needed to
intervene in the classism vignette on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC
210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify knowledge needed for intervention in
the racism scenario. In addition, eight students (26%) in the sample who could not give
examples of knowledge necessary to intervention in the classism vignette on the pre-test
did not change their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the end of the
course, the same eight students failed to provide examples of knowledge necessary to
intervene in the classism scenario. Eight students (26%) who did not identify knowledge
needed to intervene in the classism scenario on the pre-test showed change in their ability
to identify knowledge over the course of the semester. These students, by the end of
EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of knowledge for the classism vignette.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent six students (20%) from declining in their
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ability to identify knowledge on the post-test. One student identified inappropriate
knowledge and five failed to provide any examples at all.
Table 27
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Knowledge

CHANGE
CODE
No Examples of Knowledge
Knowledge Identified Inaccurately
Knowledge Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
13
4
13

Direction
(+)
5
3
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
8

Same*
(Low)
7
1
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
1
0
5

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Skill Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify skills needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes (See Table 28). Half of the
students (50%) in this study were unable to identify skills needed to intervene in the
classism vignette on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect
most students’ ability to identify skills necessary for intervention in the classism scenario.
Almost a quarter of the students (23%) in the sample who could give examples of skills
needed to intervention in the classism vignette on the pre-test showed no change in their
ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the end of EDUC 210, the same
number of students provided examples of skills necessary to intervene in the classism
i

vignette. Two students (16%) who did not identify skills needed to intervene in the
classism scenario on the pre-test showed change in their ability to identify skills over the
course of the semester. These two students, by the end of EDUC 210, could provide
appropriate examples of skills for the classism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did
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not prevent six students (20%) from declining in their ability to identify skills on the post¬
test.
Table 28
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Skills

CHANGE
CODE
No Skills Identified
Inappropriate Skills Identified
One or More Appropriate Skills

PRE¬
TEST
17
0
13

Direction
(+)
2
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
7

Same*
(Low)
15
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
6

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students willingness to engage in social action increased
while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over time:
(1) students’ motivation to engage in social action, and (2) Students’ self-confidence to
engage in social action.

Motivation to Engage in Social Action
Three codes were used to assess students’ motivation to take action in a social
justice incident on the pre and post vignette (See Table 29). The majority of students
(60%) participating in this study showed motivation to take action in the classism
«
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scenario on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the
motivation of student participants to take action in the racism scenario. Five students
(16%) who did not indicate motivation to take action on the pre-test did not change their
motivation over the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the same three
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students failed to indicate to motivation to engage in social action. The same number of
students showed change on this variable over the course of the semester. Three students
who did not indicate motivation on the pre-test were motivated to take action in the
classism scenario at the end of the course. However, three students who were motivated
to intervene in the classism vignette on the pre-test were less motivated to by the end of
EDUC 210.
Table 29
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Motivation for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Lack of Motivation
Shows Motivation to Take Action

PRETEST
8
21

Direction
(+)
3
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
18

Same*
(Low)
5
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Confidence to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how confident students would feel taking action in the
scenario on the pre and post vignette (See Table 30). The mean on the pre-test was 3.20
as compared to 3.37 on the post-test; indicating that more students were confident to take
action in the classism scenario over the course of the semester. Only of three students in
this sample (10%) were confident or very confident on both the pre and post-test. Seven
students (23%) who were not confident or somewhat confident to take action in the
classism scenario on pre-test showed no change in their confidence over the course of the
semester. The same seven students did not increase in their confidence to take action by
the end of EDUC 210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect a third of the student
participants’ confidence to engage in social action in the classism scenario. However,
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nine students (30%) who were not confident at all, not confident, somewhat or confident
to take action on the classism pre-test did show change by the end of the diversity course.
All nine were either confident or very confident to engage in social action at the end of
EDUC 210. An additional four students (13%) were more confident in taking action in
the classism scenario, albeit not to the degree of the other students. Participation in
EDUC 210 did not prevent seven students (23%) from feeling less confident to take
action in the racism scenario on the post-test.
Table 30
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Confidence for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Confidence
Not Confident
Somewhat Confident
Confident
Very Confident

PRE¬
TEST
2
7
10
5
6

Direction
(+)
2
5
4
2
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
2
1

Same*
(Low)
0
2
5
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
1
1
5

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
One variable was used to assess whether students perception of risk changed
while enrolled in EDUC 210 on the pre and post vignette. The variable was students’
ability to identify potential risks accurately in the given scenario.

Risk Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify potential risks in the
assigned vignette (See Table 31). The majority of students (73%) participating in this

125

study showed ability to identify potential risks in intervening in the classism scenario on
both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect student participants’
-

ability to provide examples of risks in the classism vignette. Two students (6%) who did
not identify potential risks in taking action in the classism scenario on the pre-test showed
*•

no change in their ability over the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the
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same two students failed to identify risks on the post-test. Five students (16%) who did
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not identify risks in intervening in the classism scenario on the pre-test did show change
in their ability to do so over the course of the semester. These students, by the end of
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diversity course did not prevent one student (3%) from declining in their ability to
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identify risks on the classism post-test.
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Table 31
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Potential Risks

CHANGE
CODE
No Risks Identified
Risks Identified Inaccurately
Risks Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
6
1
23

Direction
(+)
5
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
22

Same*
(Low)
1
1
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether there were changes in students’ intention to engage in social
action while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over
time on the pre and post vignette: (1) students’ attitude toward the outcome of taking
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action, and (2) The likelihood of students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them
for this study.

Attitude toward Social Action
Three codes were used to assess changes in students’ attitudes toward taking
action (See Table 32). Almost half of the students (46%) participating in this study
showed a negative attitude or were unclear about their attitude toward taking action in the
classism scenario on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect
over half of student participants’ attitude toward taking action in the classism scenario.
Two students who showed a positive attitude toward taking action in the classism
vignette on the pre-test did not change their attitude over the course of the semester. At
the end of the course, the same students were positive toward taking action in the
classism vignette. However, nine students (30%) who showed a negative attitude or an
unclear attitude toward taking action in the classism scenario on the pre-test showed
change over the course of the semester. At the end of EDUC 210 these students were
positive toward taking action in the classism scenario. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
prevent five students (16%) from feeling less positive toward taking action in the
classism scenario on the post-test.
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Table 32
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Attitude toward Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Neither Positive or Negative
Negative Attitude toward SAE
Positive Attitude toward SAE

PRE¬
TEST
17
9
4

Direction
(+)
6
•
3
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
2

Same*
(Low)
11
3
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
3
2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how likely students were to take action in the described
social justice incident on the pre and post-vignette (See Table 33). The mean on the pre¬
test was 2.43 as compared to 2.90 on the post; indicating an increase in the number of
students who were more likely to take action in the classism scenario at the end of the
diversity course. Only one student in this sample (3%) was likely to take action in the
classism scenario on both the pre and post-test. Nine students (30%) who were not (or not
at all) likely or somewhat likely to take action in the classism scenario on the pre-test
showed no change in their intention over the course of the semester. The same nine
students were “somewhat” or not (or not at all) likely to take action by the end of EDUC
210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect a third of the student participants’ intention
to engage in social action in the classism scenario. However, six students (20%) who
were somewhat, not likely or not at all likely to take action on the classism pre-test did
show change by the end of the diversity course. All six were likely or very likely to take
action at the end of EDUC 210. An additional six students were more likely to take action
in the classism scenario albeit not to the degree of the students mentioned above. All six
were somewhat likely to take action on the post-test as opposed to not likely or not at all
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likely to take action in the classism scenario. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent
eight students (26%) from feeling less likely to take action in the classism scenario on the
post-test.
Table 33
Classism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Intention for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Likely
Not Likely
Somewhat Likely
Likely
Very Likely

PRE¬
TEST
7
11
7
2
3

Direction
(+)
5
6
1
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
1
0

Same*
(Low)
2
3
4
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
2
2
1
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Summary
The pre and post results from the classism vignette show that the diversity course
did not have a positive impact on students’ readiness for social action engagement on
several variables. The majority of the students who responded to the classism vignette
were unable to identify the problem accurately or analyze the incident accurately. The
majority of the students did not acknowledge that an issue existed in the classism
scenario. However, a third of the students did identify the problem accurately on the post¬
test. In addition, most students were unable to identify skills needed to intervene in
scenario.
Students in this sample were able to identify appropriate action strategies,
potential risks, and showed motivation to take action. On these three variables, students
scored high on the pre-test and remained high on the post-test. In addition, the majority of
students were able to identify the knowledge necessary to intervene in the classism
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vignette on the post-test. However, the change and no change results were almost even.
Similarly, on the confidence variable, there was an increase in students’ confidence on the
post-test; however, the scores were bimodal. Just as many students were confident as
were somewhat confident. The course had some impact in moving students in a positive
direction and helping them feel more confident in taking action in the vignette. Once
again, students who showed an increase in their confidence were more likely to take
action in the classism scenario.
Overall, the students who responded to the classism vignette showed a lack of
awareness and an inability to recognize oppression at an individual level. In addition,
students were uncertain about their beliefs about taking action in this incident and were
“somewhat likely” to engage in social action in the scenario. These results impact
students overall intention for social action engagement. Students were able to identify
appropriate action strategies, potential risks and the knowledge necessary to intervene in
the incident. In addition, students showed motivation and confidence to engage in social
action in the classism vignette and were more likely to take action over the course of the
semester. However, some ability and willingness are insignificant if students are
uncertain about what classism looks like in their daily environment.
Heterosexism Vignette
Competence for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students competence increased while enrolled in EDUC 210,
three variables were measured to assess change over time: (1) students’ ability to
accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue (2) Students’ ability to identify action
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strategies accurately and (3) Students’ ability to identify knowledge and skills necessary
to take action effectively in a social justice incident.

Identification of Social Justice Incident
Three codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify a social justice
incident accurately on the pre and post vignettes (See Table 34). The majority of the
students (63%) in this study were unable to identify the problem described in the
heterosexism vignette as a form of oppression on the pre and post-test (See Table 34).
Only one student (3%) identified the heterosexism scenario accurately on the pre and
post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect a third of student participants’ ability
to identify the problem in the scenario accurately. However, eight students (26%) who did
not identify the classism scenario as a form of oppression on the pre-test did show change
in their ability to identify the problem accurately over the course of the semester. At the
end of the diversity course, these students viewed the incident as an example of classism.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent two students (6%) who identified the classism
scenario accurately on the pre-test from declining in their ability to do so on the post-test.
Table 34
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CHANGE
CODE
No Problem Identified
Problem Identified Inaccurately
Problem Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
26
1
3

Direction
(+)
7
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
1

Same*
(Low)
19
0
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
2

Analysis of Social Justice Incident
Four codes were used to assess whether students could analyze the social justice
incident in the heterosexism vignette accurately on the pre-test and post-test (See Table
35). About half of the students (46%) participating in this study were unable to analyze
the problem described in the heterosexism vignette accurately on the pre and post-test.
One student (3%) analyzed the heterosexism scenario accurately on both the pre and post¬
test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect half of the students’ ability to analyze the
problem in the scenario. The majority of the students’ in the sample described the
incident in the heterosexism scenario as either a “lack of sensitivity.” Two students (6%)
who were unable to analyze the heterosexism scenario accurately on the pre-test did show
change in their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity
course, these students were able to analyze the incident in the heterosexism scenario
accurately. Most of the students (5 or 15%) in this sample who showed positive change
saw the incident in this scenario as an example of prejudice and/or stereotyping at the end
of the course. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent six students (20%) who
identified the heterosexism scenario accurately on the pre-test from declining in their
ability to do so on the post-test.

132

Table 35
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Analyze a Social Justice Incident
Accurately

CHANGE
CODE
Issue not Acknowledged
Lack of Sensitivity
Prejudice and Stereotype
Oppression

PRE¬
TEST
10
12
2
5

Direction
(+)
4
4
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
1
1

Same*
(Low)
6
7
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
1
1
4

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Identification of Action Strategies
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify appropriate action
strategies when taking action on the pre and post-vignette (See Table 36). About twothirds of the students (63%) participating in this study were able to identify action
strategies to take action in the heterosexism scenario on both the pre and post-test. Only
three students (10%) were unable to identify action strategies on both the pre and post¬
test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify
appropriate action strategies in the classism vignette. However, seven students (23%) who
did not identify action strategies for the heterosexism scenario on the pre-test did show
change over the course of the semester. At the end of the diversity course, these students
provided appropriate action strategies for the heterosexism vignette. Participation in
EDUC 210 did not prevent one student (3%) from declining in their ability to identify
action strategies for the heterosexism scenario at the end of the course.
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Table 36
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Appropriate Action
Strategies
POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE
CODE
No Strategies
Inappropriate Strategy(ies)
One or More Appropriate
Strategies

PRE¬
TEST
5
5

Direction

20

0

(+)
4
3

-

CHANGE

Same*
(High)
0
0

Same*
(Low)
1
2

Direction
(-)
0
0

19

0

1

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Knowledge Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify knowledge needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes (See Table 37). A third of the
students (30%) in this study were able to identify knowledge needed to intervene in the
heterosexism vignette on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
affect over half of the students’ ability to identify knowledge needed for intervention in
the racism scenario. In addition, seven students (23%) in the sample who could not give
examples of knowledge necessary to intervention in the heterosexism vignette on the pre¬
test did not change their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At the end of the
course, the same seven students failed to provide examples of knowledge necessary to
intervene in the heterosexism scenario. Six students (20%) who did not identify
knowledge needed to intervene in the heterosexism scenario on the pre-test showed
change in their ability to identify knowledge over the course of the semester. These
students, by the end of EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of knowledge for
the heterosexism vignette. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent eight students

(26%) from declining in their ability to identify knowledge on the post-test. One student
identified inappropriate knowledge and seven failed to provide any examples at all.
Table 37
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Knowledge

CHANGE
CODE
No Examples of Knowledge
Knowledge Identified
Inaccurately
Knowledge Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
13

Direction

1
16

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE

(+)
5

Same*
(High)
0

Same*
(Low)
7

Direction
(-)
1

1
0

0
9

0
0

0
7

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Skill Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify skills needed to
intervene in the scenarios on the pre and post-vignettes (See Table 38). Just over a quarter
of the students (26%) participating in this study was able to identify skills needed to
intervene in the heterosexism vignette on both the pre and post-test. Participation in
EDUC 210 did not affect most students’ ability to identify skills necessary for
intervention in the racism scenario. Over a third of the students (40%) in the sample who
could not give examples of skills needed to intervention in the heterosexism vignette on
the pre-test showed no change in their ability to do so over the course of the semester. At
the end of EDUC 210, the same 12 students failed to provide examples of skills necessary
to intervene in the heterosexism vignette. Four students (13%) who did not identify skills
needed to intervene in the heterosexism scenario on the pre-test showed change in their
ability to identify skills over the course of the semester. These students, by the end of
EDUC 210, could provide appropriate examples of skills for the heterosexism vignette.
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Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent six students (20%) from declining in their
ability to identify skills on the post-test.
Table 38
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Ability to Identify Skills

CHANGE
CODE
No Skills Identified
Inappropriate Skills Identified
One or More Appropriate Skills

PRE¬
TEST
16
0
14

Direction
(+)
4
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(Hiqh)
0
0
8

Same*
(Low)
12
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
6

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students willingness to engage in social action increased
while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over time:
(1) students’ motivation to engage in social action, and (2) Students’ self-confidence to
engage in social action.

Motivation to Engage in Social Action
Three codes were used to assess students’ motivation to take action in a social
justice incident on the pre and post vignette (See Table 39). Two-thirds of students (66%)
participating in this study showed motivation to take action in the heterosexism scenario
on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect the motivation of
student participants to take action in the racism scenario. Four students (13%) who did
not indicate motivation to take action on the pre-test did not change their motivation over
the course of the semester. At the end of the course, the same four students failed to
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indicate to motivation to engage in social action. However, four students (13%) who did
not indicate motivation to take action on the pre-test did show change over the course of
the semester and showed motivated to take action in the heterosexism vignette. Two
students (6%) however, were less motivated to take action by the end of EDUC 210.
Table 39
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Motivation for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Lack of Motivation
Shows Motivation to Take
Action

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE

CHANGE

PRE¬
TEST
8

Direction
(+)
4

Same*
(High)
0

Same*
(Low)
4

Direction
(-)
0

22

0

20

0

2

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Confidence to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how confident students would feel taking action in the
scenario on the pre and post vignette (See Table 40). The mean on the pre-test was 3.10
as compared to 3.50 on the post-test; indicating students over the course of the semester
were more confident to take action in the heterosexism scenario. Only two students (6%)
in this sample were confident or very confident on both the pre and post-test. Four
students (13%) who were not confident or somewhat confident to take action in the
heterosexism scenario on pre-test showed no change in their confidence over the course
of the semester. The same four students did not increase in their confidence to take action
by the end of EDUC 210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect 20% of student
participants’ confidence to engage in social action in the heterosexism scenario. However,
11 students (36%) who were not confident at all, not confident, somewhat or confident to
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take action on the heterosexism pre-test did show change by the end of the diversity
course. All 11 students were either confident or very confident to engage in social action
at the end of EDUC 210. Five additional students (16%) showed positive change over the
course of the semester. These students who were not at all or not confident on the pre-test
were not confident or somewhat confident to take action in the heterosexism scenario at
the end of EDUC 210. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent eight students (26%)
from feeling less confident to take action in the heterosexism scenario on the post-test.
Table 40
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Confidence for Social Action Engagement
POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Confidence
Not Confident
Somewhat Confident
Confident
Very Confident

PRE¬
TEST
2
7
11
6
4

Direction
(+)
2
6
6
2
0

Same*
(High)
0
0
0
1
1

Same*
(Low)
0
1
3
0
0

Direction
(-)
0
0
2
3
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
One variable was used to assess whether students perception of risk changed
while enrolled in EDUC 210 on the pre and post vignette. The variable was students’
ability to identify potential risks accurately in the given scenario.

Risk Identification
Four codes were used to assess students’ ability to identify potential risks in the
assigned vignette (See Table 41). The majority of students (63%) participating in this
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study showed ability to identify potential risks in intervening in the heterosexism scenario
on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect most student
participants’ ability to provide examples of risks in the heterosexism vignette. Seven
students (23%) who did not identify risks in intervening in the heterosexism scenario on
the pre-test did show change in their ability to do so over the course of the semester.
These students, by the end of EDUC 210, could provide potential risks for the
heterosexism vignette. Participation in the diversity course did not prevent four students
(13%) from declining in their ability to identify risks on the heterosexism post-test.
Table 41
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and.Post Results: Ability to Identify Potential Risks

CHANGE
CODE
No Risks Identified
Risks Identified Inaccurately
Risks Identified Accurately

PRE¬
TEST
6
2
22

Direction
(+)
5
2
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
19

Same*
(Low)
0
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
1
0
3

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether there were changes in students’ intention to engage in social
action while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change over
time on the pre and post vignette: (1) students’ attitude toward the outcome of taking
action, and (2) The likelihood of students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them
for this study.
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Attitude toward Social Action
Three codes were used to assess changes in students’ attitudes toward taking
action (See Table 42). About half of the students (46%) participating in this study showed
a negative attitude or were unclear about their attitude toward taking action in the
heterosexism scenario on both the pre and post-test. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
affect a third of student participants’ attitude toward taking action in the heterosexism
scenario. Five students (16%) who showed a positive attitude toward taking action in the
sexism vignette on the pre-test did not change their attitude over the course of the
semester. At the end of the course, the same students were positive toward taking action
in the sexism scenario. However, seven students (23%) who were unclear about their
attitude toward taking action in the heterosexism scenario on the pre-test did show change
over the course of the semester. At the end of EDUC 210 these students were positive
toward taking action in the heterosexism scenario. Participation in EDUC 210 did not
prevent four students (13%) from feeling less positive toward taking action in the
heterosexism scenario on the post-test.
Table 42
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Attitude toward Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Neither Positive or Negative
Negative Attitude toward SAE
Positive Attitude toward SAE

PRE¬
TEST
18
5
7

Direction
(+)
7
0
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
5

Same*
(Low)
11
3
0

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded
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CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
2
2

Intention to Engage in Social Action
A scale was used to assess how likely students were to take action in the described
social justice incident on the pre and post-vignette (See Table 43). The mean on the pre¬
test was 3.0 as compared to 3.30 on the post-test; indicating that students in this sample
were more likely to take action in the heterosexism scenario at the end of EDUC 210.
Two students in this sample (6%) were likely or very likely on both the pre and post-test.
Participation in EDUC 210 did not affect only five (16%) students’ intention to engage in
social action in the heterosexism scenario over the course of the semester. Three students
(10%) who were not likely or somewhat likely to take action in the heterosexism scenario
on pre-test showed no change in their intention over the course of the semester. The same
three students were “somewhat” or not likely to take action by the end of EDUC 210.
However, six students (20%) who were likely, somewhat or not likely (or not at all likely)
to take action on the heterosexism pre-test did show change by the end of the diversity
course. All six were either likely or very likely to take action at the end of EDUC 210. An
additional eight students were more likely to take action in the heterosexism scenario
albeit not to the degree of the students mentioned above. All eight were somewhat likely
(two not likely) to take action on the post-test as opposed to not likely or not at all likely
to take action in the heterosexism scenario. Participation in EDUC 210 did not prevent a
third of the students (30%) in this study from feeling less likely to take action in the
heterosexism scenario on the post-test.
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Table 43
Heterosexism Vignette Pre and Post Results: Intention for Social Action Engagement

CHANGE
CODE
Not at All Likely
Not Likely
Somewhat Likely
Likely
Very Likely

PRE¬
TEST
3
9
8
5
5

Direction
(+)
3
8
4
1
0

POST-TEST
NO CHANGE
Same*
(High)
0
0
0
1
1

Same*
(Low)
0
1
2
0
0

CHANGE
Direction
(-)
0
0
2
3
4

*This refers to students who showed no change on post-test and how response was coded

Summary
The pre and post results from the heterosexism vignette show that the diversity
course did not have a positive impact on students’ readiness for social action engagement
on several variables. The majority of the students who responded to the heterosexism
vignette were unable to identify the problem accurately or analyze the incident accurately.
Most students saw the incident as a lack of sensitivity. However, the number of students
who described the incident as an example of prejudice did increase on the post-test;
showing change in a positive direction. In addition, most students were unable to identify
skills needed to intervene in scenario.
Students were able to identify appropriate action strategies, potential risks, and
showed motivation to take action. On these three variables, students scored high on the
pre-test and remained high on the post-test. The results were mixed on the identify
knowledge, confidence, and intention variables. Just as many students were able to
identify the knowledge necessary to intervene in the heterosexism vignette on the post¬
test as could not. Similarly, on the confidence variable, there was an increase in students'
confidence on the post-test; however, the scores were bimodal. Just as many students
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were confident as were somewhat confident. The course had some impact in moving
students in a positive direction and helping them feel more confident in taking action in
the vignette. The results were bimodal as well on the intention variable. Just as many
students were likely to take action in the heterosexism vignette as were somewhat likely.
However, if students’ confidence increased, so did their intention to take action in the
heterosexism scenario.
Overall, as stated before, students have to be able to recognize what an ism looks
like in their everyday environment in order to do something about it. Students seem to
know what to do about it, are willing to do something about it, and feel confident, but
can’t name it when they see it. Students still lack awareness about what oppression looks
like on an individual level. The course had some impact in helping students recognize
that something is wrong, but not to the point where students are ready or prepared to say
that the incident described is a form of oppression.
Conclusion
The overarching question for this study was “What is the impact of a social
diversity course on students’ readiness for social action engagement?” This question was
explored by examining whether a diversity course had a positive impact on students
competence for social action engagement, willingness to take action, ability to identify
potential risks, and intention to engage in social action. The results from the vignette data
show that the course had an impact in two ways. First, the course appears to move
students in a positive direction when examining change over time. While students did not
identify or analyze the problem accurately on most vignettes, students were less likely to
deny that a problem existed in the incidents described in each scenario on the post-test.
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Students have to notice or recognize oppression in their environment in order to interrupt
it (Love, 2000). If students are unable to do so, this may impact their readiness for social
action engagement.
Second, students who scored high on certain variables maintained high scores on
the post-test. This indicates that the course can prevent students from declining in their
abilities, motivation, or attitude toward social action engagement while enrolled in a
diversity course. For instance, in a study that examined the impact of a diversity course on
intergroup tolerance and social beliefs, Henderson-King and Kaleta (2000) found that
students enrolled in the diversity showed no decline in their feelings toward social groups
and were able to maintain their pre-semester levels of tolerance; indicating that the course
had a buffering effect on students attitudes. This was not the case for students in the study
who did not enroll in a diversity course that semester. While the course did not increase
intergroup intolerance among students, it prevented a “diminishing effect” on intergroup
tolerance (p.156). This was the case in students’ ability to identify action strategies
(across vignette type), motivation to take action (across vignette type), ability to identify
potential risks (across vignette type), and their attitude toward social action engagement
(racism vignette). These results impact both students’ ability and willingness to engage in
social action. This suggests that students possess some tools or strategies in how to
interrupt oppression and are motivated to take action when they enrolled in the course, so
instructors of diversity courses may need to focus their teaching more on how to
recognize oppression in their daily environment than motivating students to engage in
social action.
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One pattern that emerged from the results is that students who were more
confident to take action on the post-test were also more likely to take action (intention) on
the sexism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes. This finding is supported by Ajzen's
work (1991) which suggests that students’ increased perceived behavioral control or selfefficacy can impact their intention to engage in a particular behavior. Student’s belief
about the behavior is another construct Ajzen believes impacts students intention. In this
study, a pattern was not found to support this assertion. The impact of students’ reference
groups or subjective norm on their motivation for social action engagement was not
assessed in the vignettes. One final note about students’ confidence and intention is that
several students (a quarter) were less confident or less likely to take action in the racism,
classism, and heterosexism scenarios by the end of EDUC 210. One possible explanation
for the result may be once students learn the complexity of oppression in society, they
may question whether liberation or social change is really possible.
Overall, the students who responded to the sexism vignette appear to be more
capable and better prepared to intervene in the incident described in the scenario on the
post-test in comparison to the other vignettes. This finding leaves the question of which
components of the diversity course increased students readiness for social action
engagement. The best explanation could be how concepts in this particular course are
introduced throughout the curriculum (Adams et al., 1997). In the sexism curriculum
instructors spend more time on asking students to examine and reflect on their own
personal socialization, social identity, and social status in relation to social justice issues
(on a personal level) than a historical analysis of sexism at an institutional level. This
could explain why the students who responded to this vignette were the only ones who

145

showed a substantial increase in the number of self-oriented reasons for taking action than
other-oriented. The other forms of oppression are taught more with a historical analysis of
these concepts at an institutional level. All of the scenarios described in the vignettes
were examples of oppression at an individual level. This finding could explain why
students had such a difficult time identifying the problem accurately in the racism,
classism, and heterosexism vignettes and suggests that teaching diversity issues on a
college campus to college students needs to consider the influence of the context more
when deciding on teaching strategies. In the next chapter, a cross-vignette comparison is
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY: CROSS-VIGNETTE COMPARISON OF PRE AND
POST RESULTS
Introduction
In this section, the results from the descriptive analysis of all variables are
compared across vignette type in order to examine similarities or differences that may
exist. In addition, data was collected to examine what reasons would facilitate or impede
students motivation to take action in the scenarios; the types of action strategies they
would use if they intervened in one of the scenarios provided; the types of risks students
identified for themselves if they decided to engage in social action; and the types of
knowledge and skills they deem necessary to intervene in the social justice issues
effectively. This information was collected during the pre and post-test to explore
whether differences existed in students responses. This additional information provides
more details and greater understanding of what influences students’ readiness for social
action engagement and/or what information should be taught in a diversity course to
impact students’ readiness to a greater degree.

Competence for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students competence increased while enrolled in EDUC 210,
three variables were measured to assess change over time: (1) students’ ability to
accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue (2) Students’ ability to identify action
strategies accurately and (3) Students’ ability to identify knowledge and skills necessary
to take action effectively in the given scenario.
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Identification of Social Justice Incident
The results from the first variable under competence, students ability to identify
social justice issues accurately, show most students received a low score on the pre-test
and remained on the post-test on the racism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes (See
Table 44). Out of thirty responses for each, 73% (22) of the students who responded to
the racism vignette and 63% (19) of those who responded to the classism and
heterosexism vignettes could not identify the problem accurately in the scenarios.
However, the percentage of students who scored low on the sexism vignette showed a
noticeable decrease on the post-test. Only 46% (14) of the students remained low on the
post-test for the sexism vignette. The sexism vignette is where students showed the most
change over time in comparison to the other vignettes. In this case, more students (11 out
of 30) showed change in a positive direction and were able to identify the problem
accurately on the post-test. In addition, the number of students who showed change in a
negative direction was low on all vignettes. Two students who responded to the racism
and heterosexism vignettes, three who responded to the sexism vignette, and one student
who responded to the classism vignette moved in a negative direction.
Overall, the majority of the students scored low on this variable on the pre-test
and remained low on the post-test across vignette type. The course helped more students
move in a positive direction than negative across vignette type. Looking at the results in
aggregate (60 students total), 30 students moved in a positive direction versus eight who
moved in a negative direction. In addition, the course had a positive impact on the
students who responded to the sexism vignette. These students showed the most change
over time in a positive direction compared to the other vignettes.

Analysis of Social Justice Incident
The results for the second variable, students ability to analyze a social justice
issue accurately, show half of the students scored low on the pre-test and remained low
on the post-test on the racism and classism vignettes, and about half of the students on the
heterosexism vignettes (See Table 44). Out of thirty responses for each vignette, 50%
(15) of the students who responded to the racism and classism vignettes, and 43% (13) of
the students who responded to the heterosexism vignette did not analyze the incidents
described in the each scenario accurately. Only 30% (9) of the students who responded to
the sexism scenario scored low on the pre-test and remained low on the post-test. In
addition, there were differences in how the students described the incidents across
vignette type. Most of the students described the incident in the racism and heterosexism
vignettes as a “lack of sensitivity.” The majority of the students, who responded to the
classism vignette, did not acknowledge that there was an issue with the incident described
in the scenario. However, the majority of the students who responded to the sexism
vignette did describe the incident as an example of oppression. Most students across
vignette type did not describe the scenarios as examples of prejudice and/or stereotyping
on the pre or post-test.
In addition, there was a noticeable change over time for both the racism and
sexism vignettes. Eleven students showed change in a positive direction on the racism
vignette, and half of the students who responded to the sexism vignette showed change in
a positive direction. The number of students who showed change in a negative direction
was low on the racism, sexism, and classism vignettes. On the heterosexism vignette, the
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number of students who showed change in a positive and negative direction was similar
(eight and six, respectively).
Overall, the majority of the students scored low on this variable on the pre-test
and remained low on the post-test across three vignettes. This was not the case for the
sexism vignette. The course had a positive impact on students on this variable. A
noticeable amount of students showed change in a positive direction across two vignettes
(racism and sexism). In aggregate (60 total), more students showed change in a positive
direction (43) than students who showed change in a negative direction (13).
The results from the third variable under competence, students ability to identify
action strategies accurately, show the majority of the students scored high on the pre-test
and remained high on the post-test across vignette type (See Table 44). Out of thirty
responses for each, 24 (80%) students who responded to the racism vignette, 22 (73%)
who responded to the sexism vignette, 19 (63%) who responded to the classism vignette,
and 17 (57%) of those of who responded to the heterosexism vignette identified
appropriate action strategies on the pre and post-test. Since most students scored high on
the pre-test and remained high on the post-test, the number of students who showed
change over time in a positive direction was smaller on this variable. Three students
showed change in a positive direction on the racism, sexism, and classism vignettes.
Although not substantial, a quarter of the students showed change in a positive direction
on the heterosexism vignette. The number of students who showed change in a negative
direction was low on this variable as well.
The type of action strategies students identified was similar across vignette type
(See Table 48). Students’ responses were categorized as either strategies working
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towards or against social justice. Examples of working towards social justice are “I
would interrupt the behavior,” and “I would collaborate with others to take action.”
Statements such as, “I would not respond to the incident” or “I don't see a problem in the
scenario” are examples of responses that work against social justice. Across vignette
type, the majority of the students identified strategies that work towards social justice on
the pre and post-test. The percentage ranged from 85% to 93% for the racism and sexism
vignettes and 70% to 82% for the classism and heterosexism vignettes. The action
strategy identified most often across vignette type was interrupting or challenging the
behavior of the person accused of initiating or committing the offensive behavior without
attacking them. On the classism and heterosexism vignettes a third of the students on the
pre-test identified action strategies that work against social justice. On the post-test, the
percentage decreased to 18% for both. Overall, across vignette type, students provided
more examples of action strategies the work toward social justice than against from pre¬
test to post-test.
Knowledge Identification
The fourth variable under competence, students’ ability to identify knowledge
necessary to take action effectively, showed mixed results across vignette type (See Table
44). The majority of the students (40%) who responded to the racism and sexism
vignettes scored high on the pre-test and remained high on the post-test. The scores were
bimodal on the pre and post-test for both the classism and heterosexism vignettes. A
quarter of the students scored high and low on both the pre-test and post-test. With regard
to change over time, a third of the students who responded to the sexism vignette moved
in a positive direction and was able to identify appropriate examples of knowledge on the
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post-test. In addition, the change scores were bimodal for the racism, classism, and
heterosexism vignettes. In each case just many students showed change in a positive
direction as negative. Overall, across vignette type it appears that the diversity course did
not have positive impact on students’ ability to identify what knowledge they deem
necessary to intervene in the vignettes effectively in the racism, classism, and
heterosexism scenarios. There was a small increase in the number of students who
responded to the sexism vignette.
The type of knowledge students identified as necessary to intervene in the
vignettes effectively differed across vignette type (See Table 48). On the pre-test,
students who responded to the racism (17%) and sexism (20%) vignettes identified
history and contributions of the oppressed group in the vignette as the knowledge needed
to intervene in those vignettes effectively. For the classism and heterosexism vignettes,
most students did not give examples of knowledge necessary to intervene in those
vignettes. However, the majority of the students who responded to the classism vignette
(8%) identified knowing more about the social identity groups in the incident is necessary
to intervene effectively. The scores were bimodal for the heterosexism vignette on the
pre-test. The same percentage of students (7%) identified social identity groups, history of
oppressed groups, and social justice education concepts as the information they needed to
know to intervene in the heterosexism vignette effectively.
On the post-test, the majority of the students who responded to the racism (23%)
and classism (18%) vignettes identified social justice education concepts (e.g., privilege,
cycle of socialization, etc.) as the knowledge necessary to intervene in the scenario
described effectively. For the sexism (30%) and heterosexism (25%) vignettes, students
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identified history and contributions of oppressed groups as the knowledge needed to
intervene in those vignettes effectively on the post-test. The change over time for all
vignettes was 10% or higher on the post-test. Overall, most students identified history and
contributions of oppressed groups or social justice education concepts as the knowledge
necessary to intervene in the vignettes effectively.
Skill Identification
The results from the fifth variable under competence, students ability to identify
skills needed to take action effectively in the vignette, show that the majority of the
students scored low on the pre-test and remained low on the post-test (See Table 44).
Forty percent (12 out of 30) of the student who responded to the racism and heterosexism
vignettes could not identify skills accurately on the post-test. On the sexism and classism
vignettes, the number increases to fifty percent (15 out of 30). The racism scenario was
the only vignette where more students showed change in a positive direction than
negative. The change scores were bimodal for the sexism vignette and more students
showed change in a negative direction on both the classism and heterosexism vignettes.
Overall, the results on this variable were similar to the knowledge variable. The
difference between scores was small. Several were bimodal on the pre and post-test. In
some cases more students showed change in a negative direction than positive. The
course did not have a positive impact on students’ ability to identify skills necessary to
intervene in each of the vignettes effectively.
Of the students who were able to identify skills necessary to intervene effectively
in each vignette, most identified communication skills across vignette type (Table 48).
This occurred on the pre-test and post-test. The percentage ranged from 15% to 28% fro
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the racism and sexism vignettes and 18% to 22% on the classism and heterosexism
vignettes. While the number of students who identified communication skills increased
across vignette type on the post-test, students who responded to the racism and sexism
vignettes showed the most change over time at 13% and 12%, respectively. Overall,
communication skills were identified more often on all vignettes more than any other
skill.
Willingness for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether students perceived willingness to engage in social action
increased while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess change
over time: (1) students’ motivation to engage in social action, and (2) Students’ selfconfidence to engage in social action.
Motivation to Engage in Social Action
The results from the first variable under willingness, students motivation to
engage in social action, show the majority of the students scored high on the pre-test and
remained high on the post-test across vignette type (See Table 45).

Out of thirty

responses for each vignette, 27 (90%) students who responded the racism vignette, 26
(87%) students who responded to the sexism scenario, 20 (67%) of those who responded
to the heterosexism vignette, and 18 (60%) of the students who responded to the classism
scenario showed motivation to take action in the incident described in each vignette on
the pre and post-test. Since the number of students who scored high on the pre-test
remained high on the post-test, the number of students who showed change on this
variable was small across all vignettes. In addition, more students showed change in a
positive direction than negative on this variable. In fact, no students showed change at all
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on the racism vignette. Overall, the course seemed to help students remain motivated to
intervene in the scenarios from the pre-test to the post-test.
The reasons for student motivation to engage in social action were similar across
vignette type (See Table 48). On the pre-test the majority of the students gave otheroriented reasons for taking action in the incidents described in each scenario. An
example of a reason that is other-oriented is “I want to improve the lives of oppressed
groups.” In addition, most of the reasons students gave for taking action were
empathetic. An example of a response that reflects empathy is “I want to take action
because I experienced the same form of oppression recently on campus.” However, the
number of students who gave self-oriented reasons for taking action on the racism and
classism vignettes was similar to the number of students who gave other-oriented reasons
on the pre-test.
On the post-test, across vignette type, the majority of students gave other-oriented
and empathetic reasons for taking action in the incidents described in each scenario.
While not a substantial increase, the number of students who gave other-oriented and
empathetic reasons for taking action did increase across vignette type. The increase for
other-oriented reasons was three percent on the classism vignette, five percent on both the
racism and heterosexism vignettes, and 10 % on the sexism vignette. The increase of
empathic reasons was two percent on the classism vignette, four percent on the
heterosexism vignette, five percent on the racism vignette, and seven percent on the
sexism vignette. Also, the number of students who gave self-oriented reasons decreased
on the both the classism (17%) and heterosexism (11%) vignettes, but increased
substantially on the sexism (24%) vignette, hi addition to empathic reasons, the same
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percentage of students gave moral and/or spiritual reasons for taking action in the
heterosexism vignette.
The reasons students gave for not taking action differed across vignette type on
the pre-test (See Table 48). Students gave self-oriented reasons for not taking action on
the racism and sexism vignettes. An example of a self-oriented reason is “I don’t want to
be labeled as a sissy.” On the classism and heterosexism vignettes, students gave otheroriented reasons for not taking reasons. An example of a reason that is other-oriented is
“they may not listen.” On the post-test, across vignette type, most students gave selforiented reasons for not taking action in the incidents described in each scenario. The
percentage of students who gave self-oriented reasons on the classism and heterosexism
vignettes increased by 20% on both. Overall, most students gave other-oriented and
empathetic reasons for taking action on the pre and post-test and most students gave selforiented reasons for not taking action on the pre and post-test.
Confidence to Engage in Social Action
The results from the second variable under willingness, students’ self-confidence
to engage in social action, show mixed results across vignette type (See Table 45). More
students scored high on the pre-test and remained on high on the racism (40%) post-test.
Most students were confident or very confident on the pre and post-test. Thirty percent
(30%) of the students who responded to the sexism vignette were confident or very
confident on the pre-test and remained confident or very confident on the post-test. On
the classism and heterosexism vignettes, a small number of students scored low on the
pre-test and remained low on the post-test (23% and 13% respectively)
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A noticeable number of students showed change over time in a positive direction
on the sexism (37%), classism (43%), and heterosexism (53%) vignettes. However, the
course did not prevent students from feeling less confident on the post-test on these three
vignettes. A quarter of the students on the classism and heterosexism vignettes, and 30%
of the students who responded to the sexism vignette felt less confident to intervene in the
incidents described on the post-test. On the racism vignette the change scores were
bimodal. Overall, the course had an impact in helping the majority of students feel more
confident on the post-test. While some students showed less confidence on this variable,
most students declined one level on the scale.
Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
Risk Identification
To explore whether students perception of risk changed while enrolled in EDUC
210, one variable was used: students’ ability to identify potential risks accurately in the
given scenario. On this variable, most students scored high on the pre-test and remained
high on the post-test across all vignettes (See table 46). The number of students who
scored high on the pre and post was the same on the racism, sexism, and classism
vignettes (22 students). On the heterosexism vignette, 19 students scored high on the pre¬
test and post-test. In addition, more students showed change in a positive direction than
negative across vignette type. The number of students who showed change was not
substantial since most students scored high on the pre and post. Overall, the course
helped students maintain their ability to identify potential risks across vignette type from
pre-test to post-test.
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The type of risks students identified for themselves varied across vignette type
(See Table 48). On the pre-test, a third or more students identified interpersonal risks (“It
might be a social risk for me” or “It may cause a confrontation between roommates”) for
themselves if they decided to intervene in the sexism, classism, and heterosexism
vignettes. On the racism vignette, the responses were split between interpersonal risks
and being abused (“I could be verbally attacked”) for students who responded to this
1 'i

vignette.
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On the post-test, students who responded to the classism and heterosexism
vignettes continued to identify interpersonal risks for themselves. On the racism vignette,
most students continued to identify either interpersonal risks or being abused on the post¬
test. On the sexism vignette, the majority of students were more concerned with being
labeled (“They might call me a feminist”) than having interpersonal risks on the post-test
(decreased by 20%).
Intention for Social Action Engagement
To explore whether there were changes in students” perceived intention to engage
in social action while enrolled in EDUC 210, two variables were measured to assess
change over time: (1) students’ attitude toward the outcome of taking action, and (2) The
likelihood of students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them for this study.
Attitude toward Social Action
The results from the first variable under intention, students’ attitude toward the
outcome of taking action, show different results across vignette type (See Table 47).
Two-thirds of the students who responded to the racism vignette had a positive attitude
toward taking action on the pre-test and remained positive on the post-test. The results
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were opposite on the classism and heterosexism vignettes. More students scored low on
the pre-test and were negative or unclear about their attitude toward taking action in both
vignettes. On the sexism vignette, just as many students scored high as low on this
variable. In addition, more students showed change in a positive direction than negative
across vignette type. The students who responded to the sexism vignette showed a
substantial change in a positive direction as compared to the other vignettes at fourteen
(46%). Overall, the course helped the students who responded to the racism vignette stay
positive toward taking action from the pre-test to the post-test, and helped half of the
students who responded to the sexism vignette become more positive toward the outcome
of taking action. The course did not have a positive impact on the classism and
heterosexism vignettes; although more students showed change in a positive direction
over time than negative.

Intention to Engage in Social Action
The results from the second variable under competence, the likelihood of
students’ taking action in the scenario assigned to them, show mixed results across
vignette type (See table 47). On the racism and classism vignettes, 30% of the students
scored low (not at all likely, not likely, or somewhat likely) on the pre-test and remained
low on the post-test. Only 20% percent of the students who responded to the sexism
vignette and 10% of the students who responded to the heterosexism vignette scored low
and remained low on the pre and post-test.
A noticeable number of students showed change over time in a positive direction
on three vignettes. Sixteen (53%) students who responded to the heterosexism vignette,
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15 (50%) students who responded to the sexism vignette, and 12 (40%) students who
responded to the classism vignette were more likely to take action in the incidents
described in the scenarios on the post-test. The results were bimodal for the racism
vignette. Just as many students showed change in a positive direction as negative. It
should also be noted that a quarter of the students who responded to the classism and
heterosexism vignettes were less likely to intervene in the incidents described on the post¬
test.
Overall, the course had a positive impact on students who responded to the
sexism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes. A substantial number of students who
responded to these vignettes were more likely to intervene in the incidents described from
the pre-test to the post-test. On the classism vignette, a quarter of the students were less
likely to take action on the post-test. On the racism vignette the course did not have a
positive impact in that the results were bimodal across all scores.
Conclusion
The results were mixed when examining the impact of the diversity course on
students’ competence for social action engagement. More students were able to identify
the problem accurately on the sexism vignette on the post-test. In addition, more students
were able to analyze the problem accurately on the post-test on the sexism vignette. On
the racism vignette, students were less likely to deny there was an issue with the incident
described in that scenario. Students were able to maintain their ability to identify
appropriate action strategies from the pre-test to the post-test across vignette type. The
action strategy most students would take across vignette type is interrupting or
challenging someone without attacking them. More students showed change in a positive
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direction on the sexism vignette and were able to identify knowledge needed to intervene
in the scenario effectively from pre to post-test. The type of knowledge most students
believe to be necessary to intervene in the scenarios effectively was the history and
contributions of oppressed groups or social justice education concepts across vignette
type. The course did not have a positive impact in students’ ability to identify skills
necessary to intervene in the scenarios across vignette type. However, most students
identified communication skills as the skill necessary to intervene in the vignettes
effectively. Overall, more change occurred for students who responded to the sexism
vignette in comparison to the other vignettes. Their competence did improve over time
and they were able to maintain several skills during the course than any other vignette.
Across vignette type, students showed willingness to engage in social action. The
course helped students remain motivated to engage in social action over time across
vignette type. Most students gave other-oriented reasons for taking action on the pre and
post-test and most students gave self-oriented reasons for not taking action on the pre and
post-test. In addition, a substantial number of students were more confident to take action
in the sexism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes over time. While not a substantial
percentage, the course did not prevent some students from feeling less confident on these
three vignettes.
Interpersonal risks were identified most often on the pre-test across vignette type.
Students were also concerned about being abused on the racism vignette. On the post-test
the results were the same except more students were concerned with being labeled on the
sexism vignette.
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The majority of the students who responded to the racism vignette remained
positive toward taking action in the scenario described from the pre-test to the post-test,
and half of the students who responded to the sexism vignette become more positive
toward the outcome of taking action. The course did not have a positive impact on
students’ attitude toward taking action on the classism and heterosexism vignettes. A
substantial number of students who responded to the sexism, classism, and heterosexism
vignettes were more likely to intervene in the scenarios from the pre-test to the post-test.
A quarter of the students who responded to the classism vignette were less likely to take
action on the post-test. The course did not have a positive impact in students’ intention to
take action in the racism scenario in that the results were bimodal on the post-test. In the
next chapter the results for the interviews are describes as well as a comparison between
the interviewees vignette and interview data.
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CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS OF STUDY: INTERVIEW RESULTS
The goal of the interviews was to collect data on students’ perceptions of which
course processes, activities, goals and objective they believe to be most effective in
increasing their readiness for social action engagement. In the second section of this
chapter, I first provide demographic information for the six students interviewed for this
study including their race/ethnicity, gender, class standing, and whether they have
enrolled in a prior diversity course. Second, I discuss the process and context within
which the interviews take place. Third, I describe the five themes that recurred throughout
the interviews including student excerpts that reflect each theme.
Introduction
The interview data is supplemental to vignette data with the goal of providing
instructors some insight into which course processes and activities students believe, in
their own words, had the most impact on their readiness for social action engagement.
Past studies focusing on social action engagement had not included student voice. This
component is a difference between this study and past studies examining the relationship
between diversity courses and social action engagement. Originally, the interview data
was not intended to be used as a measure of students’ readiness for social action
engagement. However, a comparison of the interview and vignette data of the students
who agreed to be interviewed is included in this section.
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Demographic Information
The six students who agreed to be interviewed for this study were enrolled in
EDUC 210, Social Diversity in Education during spring 2006 at the University of
Massachusetts Amherst. The sample included three men and three women and four
students of color and two Caucasian students. Five students identified as sophomores and
one as a junior. Three students had enrolled in a diversity course previously, while three
had not (See Table 49). A stratified sample by race/ethnicity, gender, class standing, and
prior enrollment in a diversity course was used for this study. This selection criterion was
used to provide a diverse perspective about readiness for social action engagement and
protect against one way of knowing on this topic. In past social action engagement studies
most participants were white females (Hurtado et al., 2002). I was unable to balance the
number of students by class standing. At the time of the study, first-year students were
allowed to register for EDUC 210 for the first time and were the majority of those
enrolled in the course spring semester.
Table 49
Participant Demographic Information: Interviews
Name

Race/Ethnicity

Gender

Year in School

Erica

Black/African
American

Woman

Junior

Ryan

Asian

Dina
Oscar

Sophomore
Sophomore

Kevin

Latina
Latino
White/Caucasian

Man
Woman
Man
Woman

Sophomore
Sophomore

Nancy

White Caucasian

Man

Sophomore

Prior Diversity
Course
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

In order to identify participants for the interviews, students were asked to
complete a contact form during the second administration (post) of vignettes. On the
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contact form a box was included that allowed students to indicate whether they agreed to
be contacted in fall 2006 for the purpose of an interview. The interviews took place one
semester later to allow students’ time to process their experience in EDUC 210 with the
expectation that this time lapse would glean richer data. The interview questions were
organized into three categories. The first set of questions focused on students prior
experiences with social diversity in their communities, high schools, and at the University
of Massachusetts. The second set of questions asked students to describe their
experiences in Social Diversity in Education during spring 2006. The third set of
questions gave students the opportunity to discuss their experience(s) with taking action
and in addition, specify which course processes and activities they believed to be
particularly influential in their preparedness for social action engagement. The interview
protocol is included in Appendix C.
The themes derived through the interviews came mostly from the information
shared during the second and third set of questions. The aim of the first set of questions
was to gain historical information about their prior experiences with social diversity and
lay the groundwork for the rest of the interview. Therefore, students were more likely to
identify course processes and activities they believed best prepared them to take action
during the second and third part of the interviews. The students discussed a variety of
course processes and activities. At times students identify or “name” the course process
and/or activity when giving an example, in other cases they refer to the overall course. All
information was included because it provides a more complete picture of the overall
impact of the course on student development.
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Results
Six major themes emerged from the interview data. The goal here is to highlight
the commonalities or themes among the course processes and activities that were
identified by interviewees, not recommend specific class activities or processes. The
themes derived from the interview data include class activities or processes that: (1) bring
students lived experiences into the classroom, (2) encourage perspective-taking, (3)
promote critical thinking, (4) raises personal awareness, (5) develop empathy toward
other social groups, and (6) increases students’ confidence to engage in social action.
Theme One: Lived Experiences
When students were asked what surprised them the most about their experience in
EDUC 210, five out of six students mentioned how open their classmates were with their
personal experiences and/or how the environment was conducive to this process. Kevin
discusses how he liked his classmates’ willingness to discuss issues,
I liked the conversations, people talking about what they felt about
something...people’s willingness to talk about certain issues. I thought people
would be kind of mum about certain things... their own situations. People kind of
put themselves out there a little more in that class. Ninety-five percent of the
classes you take here are just lectures with three hundred people in them. That
class we really got to know one another by the end of the time and I saw a few
people and was able to say, “Hey, what’s going on?” It’s just more personal.

Oscar describes how other students’ willingness to disclose their personal experiences
influenced his behavior:
They were really open, especially with personal experiences. I opened up in there
I said things that I hadn’t told anybody. It was really easy to open up because it
seemed like everybody wanted to hear what you had to say. And just listening to
everybody else’s problems and situations, the things they had been through was
really good.
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Dewey (1938) believes that there is a natural link between students’ life
experiences and education. He contends that what learners experience outside of the
classroom should be connected to what goes on inside the classroom. Incorporating
students’ stories or autobiographical narratives into course content is a way of honoring
their voice. This is an important aspect of social justice education pedagogy (Adams,
1997). Voice is grounded in students lived experiences and gives them the opportunity to
connect abstract concepts with real life (hooks, 1994; Leistyna & Woodrum, 1996).
Encouraging students to share their personal experiences can be used as a starting point to
examine the mechanics of oppression when done in a safe environment (Romney, Tatum,
& Jones, 1992). This approach can be best described as “collective inquiry into social
reality” (Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003, p.169).
Once students heard what their classmates experienced and began to reflect on
those experiences, they were able to name them during class discussions and understand
what social justice issues looked like outside of the classroom. Ryan described that
process in the following statement,
How open people became. In the beginning a lot of people weren’t talking, but by
the end they were and brought up instances in their lives. We were like oh yeah
that’s an instance of racism or socialization. People really changed and the more
they opened up they would tell people about what happened in their lives.
Everyone kind of trusted one another because we are all learning together. That
was pretty eye opening at the end. I guess that was pretty strong for me to talk
about how you feel emotionally.
In addition, Oscar describes how the lived experiences of his classmates in EDUC 210
helped him understand how people from different social groups experience oppression,

I think by taking this class I learned a lot about subjects I just knew from the
outside. I just kind of heard about but never went into detail. Sexism, racism, I’m
a Hispanic, I grew up in Boston. I have a sense of what it is, but I learned about
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people's other experiences in other parts of the countries, real life experiences,
that go on every day. That kind of opened my eyes.

In order for this process to occur it is critical that the classroom environment feels
trustworthy and non-threatening (Bell & Griffin, 1997). Nancy reflects on the classroom
environment,
The people, it was the type of community where I was comfortable enough to
open up to them. Although I wasn’t a very talkative member, I listened a lot. Just
about the people opening up. This was a class of about forty and people were just
talking openly like one-on-one or like they had no problems. That just goes to
show how comfortable the environment was. So that was definitely just a shocker
for me.
One way to facilitate a safe environment is to “confirm” and “validate” students’ ways of
knowing by encouraging them to share in the classroom what they experience in their
daily lives (Bell & Griffin, 1997). For example, Dina was surprised about the openness of
using pejoratives in the classroom,
I didn’t know what the course was about at first, but the way we would be so open
about saying nigger, comfortable with saying things and knowing it wouldn’t
offend anybody else. One thing my professor said was don’t be afraid to say what
you have to say. I was like you have to watch your mouth in case you offend
someone and he was like WHY? Think about it. You have to say it. You go
through it everyday. I was surprised we were able to voice our opinion without
having to think about oh what if this bothers this person. It was just like oh well. I
found that kind of surprising.
This process was in a classroom where the instructor was a person of color and allowed
such language to provide students space to describe the ugliness of oppression they
experience daily. Other faculty or color or white instructors may disagree with this
approach and believe the use of pejorative statements reproduce feelings of subordination
among students of color or domination among white students. Privileged students may
believe saying “nigger” for example, is acceptable; defeating the purpose of this process.
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The key points throughout students’ examples were their classmates’ willingness
to open up and share their stories (voice) and a supportive and/or safe classroom
environment (See Table 50).
Table 50
Key Components of Theme One: Lived Experiences
Key Components
Course Processes and Class Activities
Theme One
Incorporating Student Voice into
Creating a Safe and Supportive
Course Content
Classroom Environment for
Disclosure
The use of lived experiences in the classroom can help students become more aware that
oppression exists, develop greater understanding of how social injustice is manifested in
their daily environment, and effectively articulate the impact of oppression in their lives
and the lives of others. Students’ ability to gain greater awareness of oppression, expand
their knowledge about social justice issues, and develop stronger communication skills
can affect their readiness for social action engagement (Kitano, 1997; Love 2000; ChenHayes, 2001).
Theme Two: Perspective-Taking
Just over half of the students’ in the interview sample made statements that reflect
this theme. Students either discussed how an activity or process gave them the
opportunity to hear different sides or multiple opinions of an issue or how they are able to
examine a situation from various perspectives. When Oscar was asked what he liked
about EDUC 210 he stated,
I liked that it was small and even though it was basically white people there were
a good number of Hispanics and Blacks. So we were able to hear all sides of the
arguments that we had. It seemed like everyone in the class was willing to
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participate, everybody was willing to get their questions answered and just you
know look for what they wanted to know so that made it really good.

Kevin describes the importance of understanding other students’ perspective when
debating a social justice issue. He describes an experience in the diversity course,
“Sometimes it was kind of fun hearing different people trying to argue their point and
trying to figure out while their arguing that they are wrong. Not wrong but that they aren’t
understanding it from other peoples point of view.”
Perspective-taking, an ability to view the world from diverse perspectives is cited
in the literature as a necessary skill for students to develop to live in a diverse democracy
(Adams et al., 1997; Banks, 2001; Gurin et ah, 2002; Nelson Laird, 2003). As the United
States becomes more culturally diverse, there is a growing need for our citizens to
develop the knowledge, understandings, and competencies required to participate
effectively in a multicultural and global society (Smith, 1997). Diversity courses can be
useful in this process. For example, the curriculum in EDUC 210 incorporates diverse
social and cultural perspectives about social oppression showing students how various
scholars and educators theorize about this topic (Adams & Marchesani, 1992). This type
of curriculum is more “egalitarian, communal, non-hierarchical, and pluralistic” (Butler,
1991); reflecting the ideals of a diverse democracy. In addition, Gurin et ah, 2002
contend,
Students’ need to understand and consider multiple perspectives that are likely to
exist when people from different backgrounds interact to appreciate the common
values and integrative forces that incorporate differences in the pursuit of common
good and to understand and accept cultural differences that arise in a
racially/ethnically diverse society (p.348).

170

In their landmark study, Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin (2002) found that diversity
experiences such as classroom diversity did have a positive impact on college students’
ability to view society from multiple perspectives. Perspective-taking and students’
becoming aware of different perspectives shaped by different experiences are stated
course outcomes for EDUC 210, Social Diversity in Education.
When asked which course processes she believed prepared her to engage in social
action, Dina said, “[The] discussions were good, we could touch upon everybody’s
opinion of the situation.” When Oscar was asked how EDUC 210 helped him to prepare
to take action, he reflected on how a particular activity helped him realize that although
people may have the same opinion about an issue, but their reasons behind that
perspective varied. Oscar stated,
The activities Mr. Smith had us do. The first one we did. He had us set up the
room so everyone was in a circle. Everybody was in the middle. He just asked
questions. One of the questions was about affirmative action. He asked if we agree
or disagree and we would go to one side of the room and he would then ask why.
People for affirmative action were Hispanic kids or black kids. So, all of us were
there. We did have some white kids, but the majority was on the other side. I
never really heard any arguments against affirmative action so it was good to hear
the other side of what people thought and even though they shared the same
opinion they had different reasons why. We always had those types of activities.

Ryan describes how the vignettes for this study helped him realize that you can view the
issue presented in the scenario from more than one perspective,
My perspective.. .you realize this person (one of the characters in the scenario)
isn’t looking at it from all the perspectives. I realized there are other ways to look
at it then just the one side I looked at before. I guess it was enlightening because
you have all this knowledge now. You make more rational decisions than you did
before. It was enlightening to know that you can make better decisions if you are
just educated about it, how to do it, what not to say, how to paint a better picture,
word things differently so you don’t cause a rift between people. This helps when
you have a disagreement with people. It’s good to know that they/you have other
options when a situation like that occurs; dealing with race or sexuality.
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The key components of the activities or course processes that the students
described either gave them the opportunity to hear multiple perspectives about a topic or
view a situation from more than one perspective (See Table 51).
Table 51
Key Components of Theme Two: Perspective-Taking
Key Components
Course Processes and Class Activities Theme Two
Gives students opportunity to hear all
Helps students view a situation
sides of an issue
from more than one perspective
The processes and activities in EDUC 210 that develops students’ ability to consider
diverse perspectives when discussing social justice issues such as classism or ableism
deepens their understanding about how and why conflicts may arise among different
social groups in the US and give them the skills necessary to address them or intervene
more effectively.
Theme Three: Critical Thinking
More than half of the students (four out of six) mentioned class activities or
course processes that promoted critical thinking. According to Brookfield & Preskill
(1999) critical thinking is a students’ ability to “identify and scrutinize the assumptions
that inform their ideas and actions” (p.48). In the first section under this theme, students
discuss how course components or processes encouraged more self¬
reflection/examination providing opportunities to scrutinize their beliefs (Kennison &
Misselwitz, 2002). When students develop critical thinking skills, they are able to
challenge their own thinking (Kennison & Misselwitz, 2002).
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Self-Reflection/Examination
When Kevin was asked which components of EDUC 210 best prepared him to
take action, he described how writing assignments provided him with a vehicle to
examine his positionality in the system of oppression,
There’s a lot of writing and it helped you think things through more. I always
liked writing. If you write about a certain issue you can catch yourself truthfully
where you are and where you’re trying to make progress through that writing and
you do realize that writing can be pretty powerful for people that do read what you
say and people that when you read it to yourself you can say that is what I went
through and I wrote this. You can see the changes.
Nancy describes how specific topics made her think more about issues she would not
have if not enrolled in EDUC 210,
You look only not more around you but you definitely look more internally too.
You do learn more about your identity, not so many more answers, but definitely
more questions. It gets you thinking a lot more about other things. It’s a different
subject instead of going through life not thinking about things. When you do you
realize you could mean a lot more to somebody else. You know? And that’s
something I’m really happy I developed because without going to this class I
wouldn’t have thought about homosexuality, if I’m being homophobic.
In addition, when Nancy was asked what she liked most about EDUC 210, she stated,
“The papers that I wrote were very insightful. I enjoyed writing to reflect on [issues
discussed in class]. Writing gave her the opportunity to reflect on course processes or
activities and analyze and evaluate the ideas or arguments presented to her in class.
Kennison & Misselwitz (2002) believe students become self-regulatory in their
judgments once they develop critical thinking skills. For example, students can begin to
examine their own positionality in the system of oppression and determine whether their
beliefs and behaviors collude with the system or challenge the cycle of oppression. Once
that determination is made, students can then reach their own conclusions about whether
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their beliefs or behaviors need to change in some way or be corrected. In the following
section, student responses are reflective of this concept.
Self-Correction
Erica discusses how assigned readings in EDUC 210 challenged her thinking
about people who identify as gay or lesbian. Erica describes how she decided to “correct”
her thinking,
The green book, articles from that, just like it made me question a lot of things I
thought. My whole outlook on heterosexism and homosexuals just kind of
changed. I looked at it kind of different because I am Christian so I didn’t accept it
and I felt like the fact that I would tolerate it would be okay and even just that—
that is what changed my mind. We had some sheet and it was just like there are
some people that just don’t accept it at all and then there were different
characteristics of those people [who do accept it]. That’s one of the things that
stood out for me. I can’t really see myself as someone who doesn’t accept
somebody.
Morey and Kitano (1997) contend that critical thinking is a necessary skill for an
informed citizenship in a democratic nation. Social groups in the United States will
continue to debate how to best make society more equitable for all. Citizens will need to
know how to analyze and evaluate all arguments effectively before drawing conclusions.
In the following section two students describe how their ability to critically analyze a
particular situation has improved over the course of the semester.
Critical Analysis and Reasoning
Erica and Ryan describe how their reasoning and analysis of the post-vignettes
became more critical. Erica states, “My reactions stayed the same, but my reasoning was
a little bit more in-depth. Like I’m pretty sure I used terms that I learned in class.” When
Ryan was asked if his answers changed on the post-vignettes he stated, “Mentally, yes.
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Before I was just trying to satisfy everybody and worry about myself, but then as you
know more, you analyze it a little further. Definitely the mental process was different.”
Diversity courses can and have helped students improve their critical thinking
skills (Gurin et al, 2002). Students’ ability to challenge their own biases (Love, 2000) and
analyze and evaluate arguments made about issues of social justice (Chen-Hayes, 2001)
are examples of skills that can be assessed to determine how prepared students are to
engage in social action. The key components of course processes and activities (See Table
52) that students believe prepare them to take action for theme three are ones that
promote self-reflection, analysis and evaluation.
Table 52
Key Components of Theme Three: Critical Thinking

Key Components
Course Processes and Class Activities
Theme Three
Promotes SelfExamination/Reflection or

Promotes Analysis and Evaluation

Self-Correction

Theme Four: Personal Awareness
Each of the students interviewed for this study provided information that indicates
increased personal awareness. One of the major learning goals of EDUC 210 is to
increase students’ personal awareness (Bell & Griffin, 1997). For example, students’ gain
self-awareness about their own socialization process, multiple identities, and their
location in the cycle of oppression (Bell & Griffin, 1997). Students’ either discussed how
a course activity or process increased their own self-awareness or helped them become
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more aware about issues of social justice. Student responses are arranged in that order.
The first section includes four students’ (out of six) statements about how the course
helped them learn more about themselves and the second section focuses on how EDUC
210 overall, helped four students (out of six) become more aware about issues of social
justice.

Self-Awareness
When Kevin, Nancy, Erica, and Ryan were asked what their experience in EDUC
210 was like they either used words such as “eye-opening,” “life changing” or “wow” to
describe how the course led to increased self-awareness about social identity, difficult
dialogues, oppressive behavior and being an ally. For example, Ryan stated that the
course helped him learn more about his identity, “[EDUC 210 was) very eye opening, you
will learn a lot about yourself, where you came from. At the end of it, you are going to
know who you are or you are going to make decisions on who you are going to be. It’s a
big life changer.” Kevin provides a similar response,
Eye opening. I knew things, but I kind of seen other people get put into the
position where they start realizing, like even myself being a white male hearing
other people say I am in a position where I have the advantage. I came out of my
shell and become more educated through that class.
While Ryan and Kevin became more aware about their own identity, Erica describes how
an activity challenged her assumptions about the social identity of her classmates.

The class was separated, the minority students and the white students. And I felt
like that was really interesting; how some students didn’t really consider
themselves as a minority student and they went off with the white students and I
was just like wow. That makes no sense to me and then there was a student who
would consider herself a minority student when just looking at her I would think
she’s part of the majority.
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Nancy’s describes how specific topics in EDUC 210 helped her become selfaware that past behaviors she engaged in were oppressive,
I would say it’s definitely life changing...without going to this class I wouldn’t
have thought about homosexuality, if I’m being homophobic, like replacing gay
for stupid. Yeah, I used to do that all the time in high school and then when that
was brought up in one of our classes I was like wow if I was homosexual I would
definitely take that as offensive. I wouldn’t want someone to say that’s so female
or that’s so girlie.
Erica describes how the readings helped her identify which issues were
comfortable or difficult for her to talk about in class. “I learned a lot from the readings,
they were all interesting. I learned a lot about myself and certain issues, what’s easy to
talk about and what’s hard for me to talk about. The things that I thought I knew, I’m just
a little bit ignorant about. That type of stuff.”
In the following statement, Nancy vividly describes the moment when she
realized that she can be an ally for targeted groups,

One of the things that stuck out was Mr. Smith said raise your hand if you’re a
feminist. Everybody raised their hand and Mr. Smith raised his hand and I was
like why is his hand up? He is like you can be male and be a feminist. I didn’t
even think of that until like that’s the same as saying I can be heterosexual and
still be a gay rights activist. I didn’t think of it that way. That’s something I
learned that you don’t have to be silent just because you’re in the subordinate
group. And speaking out and taking a stand is something that the minority needs.
That can help and definitely I didn’t think of that. At first I was like what are you
talking about William? What is he doing? To be honest with you I was like is
William a transsexual? He’s got long hair but I thought he must be a homosexual
or he must be a person that can own feminism in some way. And then it hit me
like, oh no! Then I thought he can be. It makes sense, like it doesn’t have to be
through transexuality or homosexuality. It does make sense that like he can stick
up for a group that is oppressed and still be an oppressor. It definitely makes
sense. I think and say if William can be a feminist, I can be an ally to
homosexuality and to different races and oppressed groups and it just kind of
branches off more and it definitely wants me to make other people be allies. I
definitely think if I didn’t have that class or didn’t have that moment cause I
learned so much. That was a moment that will definitely stick with me and when I
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look back on that class I will think of him raising his hand and not only myself
taking that as a mental note like as other people in class doing the same.

Students enrolled in a social diversity course also become more “conscious” about
the existence of social oppression and learn how the system is manifested in society
(Adams & Marchesani, 1997). According to Love (2000) one of the first steps in
becoming an effective liberation worker (a person who believes engaging in social action
is their personal responsibility) is to learn how “to notice” prejudice and discrimination in
their daily environment. The following student responses describe how the course helped
them became more conscious about social justice issues on campus and in society.

Awareness of Social Justice Issues
When asked which components of EDUC 210 best prepared them to take action,
Ryan and Oscar described specific activities that raised their awareness of social justice
issues and Kevin reflects on how the course in general increased his awareness. For
instance, Ryan describes how an activity made him more aware about sexism and how it
changed his behavior toward women.
We had to go through magazines for sexual exploitations and you realize walking
around on campus trying not to stare so hard at women because you don’t realize
how much pressure gets put on women. That could be taking action as subtle as it
is. I guess that is a component because you realize how exploited women are. You
have Maxim magazines and you have clothing styles, etc. Relationships with
women—trying not to call women bitches [or] sluts—even as a joke. You don’t
want to do that even as an acquaintance. Watching your language, be careful about
what you are going to say. You don’t want to hurt anyone.

Kevin discusses how EDUC 210 made him more aware about resources on campus where
students can go to further their education about social justice issues,
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I know about more things and like there’s a lot more channels to be aware to go
through. It's like this is this problem, this is who you could see, who you could
talk to; the Stonewall Center [for example]. William said you could go down
there. I went to some of the, well actually my RA from last year he took me and a
couple of my friends to this African American fraternities, it was one of their
awareness events a cookout and that was good cause they started talking about
issues. You hear about other people’s lifestyles, cultures and you respect them
more and get out the stereotypes.
Oscar reflects on how the vignette exercise helped him become more aware about
examples of prejudice in his daily environment,
It seems like people just kind of took it as a joke and I think I would had been one
of the first ones to laugh, but it seems like after taking this class every action that I
do in the back of my head its like what, what are you laughing at? What are you
doing, especially since I’m so much more aware and the things that other people
are doing? I pick up real quick so if I hear some kind of racial put down or
something about a lesbian or gay person I pick up quick, where as before I might
have just heard it and keep walking. Right now, I’m just, it makes me think. I’m
not to the point where I’ll say something yet, and I know I need to get to that
point.

Ryan describes how his experience in EDUC 210 overall made him more aware about
social justice issues in society,
Being exposed to different perspectives in Education 210 makes you aware of
things that are still happening today that makes you want to move towards action.
You learn a lot about the socialization and the stereotypes that are flying around
that incline you to take action when you know things are blatantly wrong.
Education 210 lets you know what’s going on in society and that’s a big
component of things.

One component of social justice education pedagogy is encouraging students’ to
increase their self-knowledge about identity development and their personal experiences
with social oppression (Weinstein, Hardin, & Weinstein, 1982; Adams, 1997). In doing
so, social justice educators hope that the connection between students’ personal
experiences and the cycle of oppression will become clearer. In addition, the stories
brought into the classroom through their classmates’ experiences helps to make abstract
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concepts such as privilege and internalized racism more real. In order for students to
interrupt the cycle of oppression or feel prepared to do so, they must develop the ability to
name or identify “isms” in their daily environment. The first step in this process is for
students to develop greater awareness about their relationship with oppression, of others
experiences in society, and awareness of its existence in varied context. The key
components of theme four (See Table 53) are course processes and class activities that
increases students’ self-awareness, awareness of others’ experiences, and awareness of
social justice issues.

Table 53
Key Components of Theme Four: Personal Awareness
Key Components
Course Processes and Class Activities
Theme Four
Increases
Self-Knowledge

Increases Awareness about Social
Justice Issues

Theme Five: Empathy
Five out of six students gave responses that reflect cognitive and/or affective
empathy. According to McAllister & Irvine (2002), an empathetic person is willing to
“take on the perspective of another culture and respond to another individual from that
person’s perspective” (p.433). For example, Erica describes how a caucus activity helped
her to understand why students from privileged groups lack awareness about social justice
issues and begins to express their perspective. Her example is reflective of cognitive
empathy,
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We would go around the circle and talk about where we came from and a lot of
them were from towns and they would just say I never hung out with a black
person before. I never really encountered a black person until I came here and like
that type of stuff and I was just like I can understand why you’re like too scared to
say what’s on your mind because you just never had that experience.
Empathy has been described in two ways: cognitive empathy and
affective/emotional empathy (Louie, 2005; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; Stephan & Finlay,
1999). Cognitive empathy refers to someone’s ability to express the perspective of
another social group by understanding their experiences in society (Louie, 2005). Erica’s
response described above was an example of cognitive empathy.
Affective empathy can be reactive or parallel (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). Reactive
empathy is a response to another person’s emotional experiences whereas parallel
empathy refers to an individual’s ability to feel or show congruent emotions that another
person is experiencing. In each example below Dina, Kevin, Ryan, and Nancy describe a
class activity and their reactions to the activity.
Dina’s experience is an example of reactive empathy. In her response she
describes how an activity made her aware about the connection between her experiences
and her classmates’ experiences,
We would stand in a circle and William would read questions and he’d be like
how many people have a loved one that passed away because of a war or
something like that. The people who had dealt with that would walk into the
circle. He would read different things that I never thought would relate to me and
different things from different social groups and it would shock me because I’d be
like oh wow, they go through that, too. It’s not just us or me and that’s something
I’m always going to remember. Now, I think it was good because you got to know
how people are, how much they had in common with you. It made you look at
them differently.

Kevin, Ryan, and Nancy discuss how class activities helped them become more
understanding of the experiences of people who identify as gay or lesbian. Kevin’s
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response is an example of parallel emotional empathy. He talks about the unfairness
people who identify as gay and lesbian experience when going through the coming out
process,
We did an exercise on heterosexism when we had to write down our family and
our favorite possession and then like our friends and things like that and uh then
we had to go through a story of what had happened if you’re homosexual and
people start acting against you and you just lost everything. It was real eye
opening, like real deep. William had us write down all this stuff and he was like
imagine you just lost all that and it was like your favorite activity and I put down
playing hockey and then you put down your favorite sibling, you put down your
siblings name, your best friends name and then your favorite item and I put all this
down and was like oh, it just was like they all get thrown away for barely any
reason at all just because of the way you were born. It was really hard hitting I
guess. Everyone had a strong reaction to it. I completely respect those people now,
especially the ones that are open about it. So many people aren’t aware or
empathetic, people that go out of their way to make these peoples’ lives harder.
It’s the most unfair thing to me.
Ryan describes the same activity as Kevin. When asked to describe an event that stood
out to him in EDUC 210 his response is more reactive in nature than parallel,

We had to write on note cards things we loved, your family, your best friend and
then it said imagine you came out and say you were gay and you didn’t have this
and you didn’t have that and then how would you feel? It’s kind of like the walls
close in on you. It’s eye-opening. It must be tough for someone to come out and
have everyone not want to be associated with you anymore. That had a big impact
on me because I was like oh you just come out, you just come out, but people can
just really cut you off. It gives you another perspective. You take for granted the
things you don’t have to go through when you see what others do have to go
through. You feel for that person a lot more than you normally would.
Nancy discusses how the vignette exercise led to her awareness and willingness to be
more accepting of people who identify as lesbian. She describes feeling sympathy toward
the roommate in the vignette who is “outed” as gay. Nancy’s response is an example of
reactive emotional empathy,
I remember writing something. I tried to be as neutral as I could. I’m a person
who’s kind of like give it time. If I found out my roommate was a lesbian pre
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2006 and my being not educated I might have been uncomfortable, but after the
course that I have taken and been educated my eyes have been opened to it. I
actually sympathize almost and I think that if you learn a lot more about peoples’
experiences you become more accepting and more willing to embrace it and to
keep your eyes open.
Dina provides an example of an activity that helped her develop empathy towards
the experience of gay and lesbian students in the coming out process. This response is a
good example of both cognitive and affective empathy development. When asked how
the diversity course prepared her to take action, she stated, “Also a coming out letter to
write to your best friend or family member. If you were a lesbian that helped me get into
their shoes and we had to write the other persons reaction. We had to put ourselves in
other people’s shoes.” This exercise requires students to take on the perspective of a
student coming out and reflect on how significant others in their lives might respond to
this disclosure. This activity helps students develop both cognitive and affective empathy
in that they gain a deeper understanding of what the coming out process is like and what
emotions might arise not only in themselves, but others close them.
Louie (2005) describes empathy development as a “process of approximation”
where students decrease the distance between themselves and members from other social
groups. Diversity courses help students learn about the differences and similarities among
various social groups and make connections to their own personal experiences (Stephan
& Finlay, 1999). The responses provided reflect both cognitive and affective/emotional
empathy. In addition, in the larger sample, the majority of the students gave empathetic
reasons for taking action cross-vignette type.
Several studies have shown a relationship between students’ participation in
diversity education programs and developing greater empathy towards social groups in
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which they are not a member (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). The key components (See Table
54) are course activities that help students make connections between their personal
experiences and the experiences of other social groups and activities that help them gain a
deeper understanding of lived experiences and challenges targeted groups face in society.
Table 54
Key Components of Theme Five: Empathy
Key Components
Course Process and Class Activities
Theme Six
Make Connections Between Self and
Others

Gain a Deeper Understanding of
Challenges faced by Targeted Groups

Theme Six: Confidence
The students were asked two main questions about their confidence and social
action engagement. The first was “How confident are you with taking action?” The
second question focused on whether students’ believed their confidence to take action
increased or decreased since enrolling in EDUC 210. One premise of this study is that in
order to assess students’ readiness and intention for social action engagement you must
explore their willingness to take action (Hershey, 2004). Students’ commitment to taking
action, their motivations for taking action and their level of self-efficacy in this process
all impact students’ willingness for social action engagement. According to Hershey
(2004), confidence is one of the key components to explore when assessing an
individual’s willingness to engage in a particular task. In the first section, all of the
students who participated in the interviews provided statements that indicate increased
confidence with taking social action.
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Increased Self-Confidence

When Dina was asked how confident she was with taking action, she stated,
“Let’s say there is a scale from one to five for taking action. I’d probably be a four and a
half.” Dina believes her confidence has increased and has helped her to “question more
things,”

It’s increased because in the beginning of the year I would have kept quiet,
thinking of stuff but not saying anything, now when people say thing[s] I question
it. If they say it’s gay, I would say, why? If they see a metrosexual guy walking by
and call him gay, I would say how do you know? How do you know he just
doesn’t like fashion? I defend people now. I question more things.

For instance, one participant, Erica, discussed how confident she felt with taking action,
“[I feel] pretty confident. I would like to take another class though just to backup my
knowledge and I’m sure I have a lot more to learn and I’m confident, but I would just like
to learn more and more. When Erica was asked why she thought her confidence increased
she stated, “Because for one thing my teacher really encouraged me to think. That helped
out a lot and then just gaining more knowledge about the issues.”

Oscar also believes that gaining more knowledge or information about social
justice issues increased his confident to take action,

I feel a lot more than before I took the class. Definitely, cause I know what I'm
going to say. If I was to take action and say, “don’t say that that’s wrong” I know
the information I have to get out to that person. Whereas before, I could say don’t
say that but I didn’t have the information from class to back it up with. I am
definitely more capable of doing something about it.
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Ryan describes how taking a risk in class helped his confidence increase with taking
action. He admits that it is harder to take action with people he doesn’t know, indicating
that students confidence with taking action may depend on the context of a situation,

[My confidence] increased. Throughout the class you have to tell people about
yourself, you have to go out on a limb and trust people. Getting used to the idea
and also telling people how you feel and realizing that nothing bad is going to
happen to you. If I can do that to these people then I can tell people, “That’s not
cool to say a certain thing” as opposed to before. I can see nothing really changes
in a bad way towards me. I am more confident in the little things. Taking action
and standing out in front of someone you don’t know is a lot harder.

Nancy’s response is similar. She feels her confidence has increased some since enrolling
in EDUC 210, but her level of confidence seems dependent on who is involved in the
situation. In Nancy’s response, context is related to safety. She states,

I’m still learning and working on my awareness. I’m confident when I hear things
a lot amongst certain people. It depends on whom I’m with. Especially ‘cause
most of my friends are guys. A lot of things that are blurted out are less sensitive.
Maybe that’s a stereotype but that is what I noticed and that is not thinking about
someone else’s feelings. If I did say something I know I would be brushed off and
therefore I don’t feel confident in saying something.
Kevin reports that he is more confident, but admits that he is still developing in that area.
When Kevin was asked how confident he is with taking social action he states, “Way
more confident than I was before. I would say I improved greatly, but I’m not still there. I
came out of my shell and became more educated through that class.”
Encouraging students to take action is another broad learning goal for Social
Diversity in Education. Bell & Griffin (1997) explain the purpose of this goal in the
following statement, “Our goal is to enable students to see themselves as agents of
change, capable of acting on their convictions and in concert with others against the
injustices they see” (p.48). In response to the two questions asked about confidence, in
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the next section, several students mentioned specific course processes and activities they
best believed prepared them for social action engagement.

Course Processes and Confidence
Nancy discusses how learning the difference between concepts key to social
justice issues helped her feel more confident,

I would think learning a lot more I do feel confident. Not even just because I
learned definitions but also because I know the difference between prejudice and
discrimination. It definitely made [it] so that it’s clearer. More clear and it helped
because I’m more aware. Not just racism, but also other isms and other forms of
oppression that hurt people. So it definitely helps.

When asked which components of EDUC 210 she believed prepared her to engage in
social action, Dina describes how reading about certain topics for class motivates her to
take action,

I have confidence now that helps. The class itself helped me because it gave me a
chance to see what people go through, I read stories about a gay guy being beaten
and killed for his orientation. Knowing these stories are out there and happening
to people make me want to take action.

Erica reports that being encouraged to speak and think, and learning more about social
justice issues in general, best prepared her to take action,
Being encouraged to speak is one thing. Having a teacher who really encouraged
feeding your mind, I take that from the class and just go on with it in the world
basically; it helps me to encourage other people to do the same. Just learning
about the different issues helped me a lot. There were certain issues that I really
didn’t know too much about. I was kind of hesitant to even take action on. Just
gaining more understanding on certain issues changed my outlook on them. [For
example], seeing how there are people who don’t have the same rights or
privileges that I do. It was like even though I’m black there are still people that are
more unprivileged than I am. That and just gaining more understanding about that
helps me. It just gave me a very different outlook on things so now I feel more
confident in talking about that instead of just living in my own ignorance.
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Oscar describes how a video showing people confronting unfair labor and housing
practices helped him believe that he could take action. His example indicates that
modeling social action engagement for students may help them develop more agency and
give them more tools to use when the opportunity to take action arises. Oscar states,
A movie we saw about a white guy and a black guy in the South. The white guy
would apply for the job and the black guy would apply for the job and the white
guy would get it. The white guy would apply for a house. After the documentary
the people making it confronted one of the guys ‘cause they looked at two
apartments and they actually confronted the couple and I was in shock. I thought
they were going to show the situation and not really do anything about it, but they
took action and actually confronted the guy and his wife and you know I was like
more people should do that. I know a lot of people do it and seeing the way these
people handled it was like I can do it when I know something’s wrong, maybe I
can’t prevent it but I can do something about it after it happens.

When Nancy was asked which components of EDUC 210 she believed best prepared her
to take action, she describes how receiving feedback on her writing and action plan was a
“confidence builder,”
At the end of class we did this action plan. We went through the whole class and
then the presenter would stand in front of class and tell what you learned what you
got from this class, what are you planning to continue to do. Then the audience
would tell the person how they have affected them. That definitely builds
confidence and hearing Mr. Smith tell me that he valued my writing it builds
confidence and it is good to hear feedback and that definitely helped I guess. I
thought if I had the power to move Mr. Smith with my writing, then maybe I
could do something in the Daily Collegian. And what the audience did was they
gave you feedback. It made you realize that during the whole semester people
were listening to you. It was definitely a confidence builder.

All of the students interviewed indicated to some degree that they feel more
confident with social action engagement. Most were able to give an example of a class
activity or course process that helped them gain greater confidence. Several studies (see
Chapter 2) have shown a positive relationship between enrollment in a diversity course
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and students’ showing more commitment to take social action, believing that social action
engagement is important and greater confidence engaging in social action. The key
components of the course processes and activities (Table 55) that students’ indicated
played a role in them feeling more confident with taking action are methods that allow
them to practice skills (i.e., communication skills, risk-taking, critical thinking, giving
and receiving feedback) necessary to take action and give them more information or tools
to utilize when an opportunity to take action arises.

Table 55
Key Components of Theme Five: Confidence
Key Components
Course Process and Class Activities
Theme Five
Allows Students to Practice Skills
Necessary to Take Action

Provides Students with Additional
Information and/or Tools needed to
Take Action

Interviewees Vignette Results
The six students interviewed in this study represented two sections of the diversity
course used in this study. Five students came from section one and one from section two
(Table 56). The hope is that this would decrease the variability among student responses
during the interviews. The five students from section one (Ryan, Dina, Oscar, Kevin and
Nancy) responded to the heterosexism and sexism vignettes. The student from section
two (Erica) responded to the racism and classism vignettes. In this section, the students’
ratings on the vignettes and interview data are compared to examine whether the results
from both complement one another. This information may provide more information
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about how the course helped them respond to the vignettes. The students’ results are
discussed in order of how much change their scores show over time. Nancy and Ryan’s
vignette results are discussed first since they showed the most change over time. Erica
and Oscar’s results are described second and Dina and Kevin’s results are described last.
In addition, the pairings provided a manageable way to discuss the comparisons.

Table 56
Participant Demographic Information: Interviews
Name

Race/Ethnicity

Gender

Year in
School

Section
Number

Prior
Diversity
Course

Erica

Black/African
American
Asian

Woman

Junior

Two

No

Man

One

No

Latina

Sophomore
Sophomore
Sophomore

One
One
One

Yes
Yes
Yes

One

No

Ryan
Dina
Oscar
Kevin

Latino
White/Caucasian

Woman
Man
Woman

Nancy

White Caucasian

Man

Sophomore
Sophomore

Nancy and Ryan
Nancy and Ryan responded the sexism and heterosexism vignettes. They showed
the most change over time on the ten variables in this study. On the heterosexism vignette
both students showed change in a positive direction on five variables. In addition, on four
variables for Nancy and two for Ryan, both scored high on the pre-test and remained high
on the post-test. Ryan showed scored low on two variables, one for Nancy, and remained
low on the post-test. Ryan showed negative change on one variable and Nancy did not.
On the sexism vignette, both students showed change in a positive direction on
four variables. In addition, both students scored high ratings on four variables on the pre-
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test and remained high on the post-test and both students scored low on two variables and
remained low on the post-test. Neither student showed negative change on any variable.

Competence of Social Action Engagement
On the heterosexism vignette, both students scored low on the identify the
problem variable and remained low on the post-test. Ryan did show change in a positive
direction in his ability to analyze the problem. On the pre-test he did not acknowledge a
problem; however on the post-test he believed the scenario represented a lack of
sensitivity. While this is not the desired answer, Ryan at least acknowledge an issue with
the incident described in the scenario. This is consistent with the overall results from the
vignette data in the larger sample. Nancy described the scenario as a lack of sensitivity as
well. Both were able to identify appropriate action strategies on the pre and post-test.
Nancy was able to identify knowledge and skills needed to intervene in the heterosexism
scenario on the pre and post-test. Ryan showed negative change in his ability knowledge
needed to intervene in the scenario on the post-test, yet, he showed positive change in his
ability to identify the skills needed to intervene in this scenario on the post-test.
On the sexism vignette, both students increased in their ability to identify and
analyze the problem accurately on the post-test. Nancy and Ryan believed that the
scenario was an example of sexism. Both were able to identify appropriate action
strategies on the pre and post-test. Both were able to maintain their ability to identify
knowledge needed to intervene in the scenario effectively ove the course of the semeter.
However, Ryan was unable to identify skills needed for the scenario on the post-test.
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Nancy increased in her ability to identify skills necessary to intervene in the scenario on
the post-test.

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
On the heterosexism vignette, both students were more motivated to intervene in
the scenarios on the post-test. However, both showed limited motivation to intervene in
sexism vignette on the pre and post-test. In addition, both students were more confident to
intervene in the heterosexism on the post-test than the pre-test. Nancy was confident on
the post-test and Ryan was very confident on the heterosexism post-test. On the sexism
vignette, both scored high on the confidence variable on the pre-test and remained high
on the post-test. Nancy was confident and Ryan was very confident to intervene on the
sexism vignette.

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
On the heterosexism vignette, both students were able to identify potential risks in
the scenario on the pre and post-test. On the sexism vignette, once again, Nancy was able
to identify potential risks on the pre and post-test. Ryan showed change in a positive
direction and was able to identify potential risks in the sexism scenario on the post-test.

Intention for Social Action Engagement
Ryan was more positive toward taking action in both the heterosexism and sexism
vignettes on the post-test than the pre-test. Nancy gave an unclear response regarding her
attitude toward taking action in the sexism scenario on the post-test. However, she was
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more positive toward taking action in the heterosexism vignette on the pos-test than on
the pre-test. In addition, both students were more likely to intervene in the heterosexism
vignette on the post-test than the pre-test. On the sexism vignette, Nancy was more likely
to intervene on the post-test while Ryan showed no change. He was likely to intervene in
the sexism scenario on the pre-test and post-test.

Summary
On the heterosexism vignette, Nancy and Ryan were more positive toward taking
action in the scenario, more motivated to take action in the vignette, more confident to
take action and more likely to take action in the scenario on the post-test. However,
neither were able to identify or analyze the problem accurately on the post-test. On the
sexism vignette, Nancy and Ryan were able to identify and analyze the problem
accurately on the post-test, but neither were more motivated to take action in the sexism
vignette. Both were confident taking action in the sexism vignette on the pre and post¬
test. Ryan was more positive toward taking action in the scenario on the post-test, while
Nancy’s attitude did not improve on the post-test. Nancy was more likely to take action in
the sexism vignette on the post-test while Ryan showed no change. He was likely to take
action in the sexism scenario on the pre-test and post-test.
One clear pattern emerged for these two on the heterosexism vignette. If their
attitude toward taking action improved, their confidence increased, and they were more
likely to take action on the post-test. This pattern is confirmed in Ajzen’s theory (1991)
that a person’s attitude and self-efficacy can influence their intention to engage in a
behavior. In addition, both students provided examples of affective empathy towards
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people who identify as GLBT. The other interesting result is that both students were able
to identify and analyze the sexism vignette accurately on the post-test and were confident
and likely to take action in the scenario, but showed limited motivation to take action on
the sexism post-test. This might mean that deeper understanding may not lead to empathy
toward targeted groups. Also, both students stated that their confidence increased during
the interviews on the both vignettes. Their results from the vignettes confirms that belief.

Erica and Oscar
Erica responded to the racism and classism vignettes and Oscar responded to the
heterosexism and sexism vignettes. These students showed less change over time when
compared to Nancy and Ryan, but more change over time in comparison to Dina and
Kevin on the ten variables in this study. On the classism vignette, Erica showed change in
a positive direction on three variables. In addition, she scored high on six variables on the
pre-test and remained high on the post-test and showed negative change on one variable
on the classism vignette. On the racism vignette, Erica showed change in a positive
direction on two variables. She scored high ratings on four variables on the pre-test and
remained high on the post-test and scored low on four variables on the racism vignette
and remained low on the post-test. Erica did not show negative change on the racism
vignette.
On the sexism vignette, Oscar showed change in a positive direction on four
variables. In addition, he scored high ratings on three variables on the pre-test and
remained high on the post-test and scored low on three variables and remained low on the
sexism post-test. Oscar did not show negative change on any variable on the sexism
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vignette. On the heterosexism vignette, Oscar showed positive change on two variables.
In addition, he scored high ratings on four variables and remained high on the post-test
and scored low on three variables and remained low on the heterosexism post-test. Oscar
did show negative change on one variable.

Competence of Social Action Engagement
Erica’s ratings on the variables under competence on the racism vignette were
similar to the majority of the students in the sample. Her scores were low on the pre-test
on all variables and remained low on the post-test except in her ability to select
appropriate action strategies. She was able to identify appropriate action strategies on the
pre-test and post-test. On the classism vignette, Erica scored high on all the variables on
the pre and post-test except in her ability to identify skills needed to intervene in the
scenario effectively; showing almost opposite results from the racism vignette.
Oscar did not identify or analyze the problem accurately on either the
heterosexism or sexism vignettes. However, he did show positive change on the sexism
vignette. On the pre-test Oscar did not acknowledge that an issue existed, on the post-test
he described the scenario as an example of a lack of sensitivity. He was able to identify
appropriate action strategies for both vignettes on the pre and post-test. On the
heterosexism vignette, Oscar was able to identify knowledge needed to intervene in the
vignette effectively on the pre and post-test. He showed positive change on the
heterosexism post-test in his ability to identify necessary skills to intervene in the
scenario effectively. On the sexism vignette, he showed positive change and identified
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knowledge needed to intervene in the scenario; however he was unable to identify skills
necessary on the pre or post-test.

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
Erica showed motivation to intervene in both the classism and racism vignettes on
the pre and post-test. Oscar showed motivation to intervene in the heterosexism vignette
on the pre and post-test and showed positive change on the sexism vignette and was
motivated to intervene in the scenario on the post-test. Erica was more confident to
intervene in both the classism and racism vignettes on the post-test. She was very
confident on both. Oscar was somewhat confident to intervene in the heterosexism
vignette on the both the pre and post-test. However, he was more confident to intervene
in the sexism vignette on the post-test.

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
Both showed positive change and were able to identify potential risks for
themselves on the classism (Erica) and heterosexism (Oscar) post-tests. In addition. Erica
showed no change and was able to identify potential risks on the racism vignette on the
pre and post-test. This was the same result for Oscar on the sexism vignette.

Intention for Social Action Engagement
Both students showed no change and were positive toward taking action across
vignette type on the pre-test and post-test. Erica was more likely to intervene in both the
classism and racism vignettes on the post-test. She was very likely to intervene on both
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vignettes. Oscar was less likely to intervene in the heterosexism vignette on the post-test
and was somewhat likely to intervene in the sexism vignette; showing no change.

Summary

Erica was able to identify and analyze the problem accurately on the classism pre
and post-test, but not the racism vignette. Oscar did not identify or analyze the problem
accurately on either the heterosexism or sexism vignettes; however, he did show positive
change on the sexism vignette and described the scenario as a lack of sensitivity on the
post-test. Both students could identify appropriate action strategies across vignette type
on the pre and post-test. Erica could identify knowledge needed to intervene in the
classism scenario effectively on the pre or post-test, but not for the racism vignette. Oscar
could identify knowledge for both the sexism and heterosexism vignette on the post-test;
showing positive for the sexism vignette. Erica was unable to identify skills for the
racism scenario and Oscar could not for the sexism vignette on the pre and post-test.
Oscar showed positive change and could identify skills for the heterosexism scenario,
while Erica showed negative change on the classism vignette and was unable to identify
skills on the classism post-test.
Both students were motivated to intervene in the scenarios described across
vignette type on the post-test. Oscar was more motivated to intervene in the sexism
vignette on the post-test. Erica was more confident to intervene in both the classism and
racism vignettes on the post-test and Oscar was on the sexism vignette, but felt somewhat
confident on the heterosexism post-test. Both students were able to identify potential risks
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in the scenarios across vignette type. Both students were positive toward to taking action
in the scenarios described across vignette type. Erica was more likely to intervene in both
vignettes on the post-test, while Oscar was less likely to take action in the heterosexism
scenario and somewhat likely on the sexism vignette.
Once again, a pattern occurred for Erica that was similar for Nancy and Ryan. On
both the racism and classism vignettes, Erica’s confident increased and she was more
likely to intervene in the vignettes. The difference between the three is that Nancy and
Ryan’s attitude was more positive toward taking action on the post-test, while Erica had a
positive attitude on both vignettes on the pre-test and post-test. However, this pattern did
not occur for Oscar. On the sexism vignette, he showed a positive attitude toward taking
action, was more motivated and more confident to intervene in the scenario, but was
somewhat likely to intervene in the vignette on the post-test. On the heterosexism
vignette, he showed no change in his confidence (somewhat confident) and was less
likely to intervene in the scenario (somewhat likely). This result may mean if students
score low in their confidence, they will be less likely to intervene in the vignette.
One last result is that Erica is the only student that scored high ratings on six
variables and remained high on the post-test on the same variables on the classism
vignette. These results were better than the majority of the sample. In addition, Erica’s
results are confirmed in that she gave responses during the interviews that reflect critical
thinking, increased self-awareness, cognitive empathy and increased confidence. For
Oscar, he also stated that he felt more confident. That is only confirmed for the sexism
vignette, not the heterosexism scenario. Also, he discussed being more aware of social
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justice issues during the interviews. Oscar was able to identify the knowledge necessary
to intervene in the sexism vignette on the post-test.
Dina and Kevin
Dina and Kevin responded to the heterosexism and sexism vignettes. They
showed the least amount of change over time on the ten variables in this study. On the
heterosexism vignette, Dina showed positive change on three variables and Kevin did on
two variables. Both students scored high ratings on two variables on the pre-test and
remained high on the post-test. Both students scored low ratings on five variables on the
pre-test and remained low on the post-test. Kevin showed negative change on one
variable and Dina did not. On the sexism vignette, Dina showed positive change on three
variables and Kevin did on two variables Both students scored high ratings on two
variables on the pre-test and remained high on the post-test. Dina scored low ratings on
two variables on the pre-test and remained low on the post-test and Kevin had the same
results on three variables. Both students showed negative change on three variables on the
sexism vignette.

Competence of Social Action Engagement
Both students were unable to identify or analyze the problem accurately described
on the heterosexism vignette. On the sexism vignette, Dina showed positive and was able
to identify the scenario as an example of oppression, while Kevin did not. Kevin showed
positive change and could appropriate action strategies needed for the heterosexism
scenario and Dina could not. Both could identify appropriate action strategies for the
sexism scenario on both the pre-test and post-test. Both students were able to provide
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examples of knowledge needed to intervene in the scenarios across vignette type. This
was a positive change for Dina in both scenarios and a positive change for Kevin on the
sexism vignette. On the heterosexism vignette, Erica could identify appropriate skills
needed to intervene in the scenario on the pre and post-test and Kevin could not. Both
students showed negative change on the sexism post-test and could not identify skills
necessary to intervene in that scenario effectively; reflecting results of the larger sample.

Willingness for Social Action Engagement
Both students showed limited motivation to intervene in the scenarios across
vignette type on the pre and post-test. On the heterosexism vignette, Dina was more
confident to intervene in that scenario on the post-test; showing positive change. Kevin
was less confident on the post-test; showing negative change on the heterosexism
vignette. Both students were less confident to intervene in the sexism vignette on the
post-test; showing negative change. Dina felt somewhat confident and Kevin was not
confident.

Perception of Risk for Social Action Engagement
Both students were able to identify potential risks for themselves in each scenario
across vignette type on the pre-test and post-test; showing no change for both students.

Intention for Social Action Engagement
Kevin was more positive toward taking action in both the heterosexism and
sexism vignettes on the post-test. Dina showed no change in her attitude toward taking
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action on both vignettes. Her attitude was unclear for the heterosexism scenario and
negative for the sexism scenario. Dina was more likely to intervene in the heterosexism
vignette on the post-test and Kevin showed no change and remained somewhat likely to
intervene in the scenario. On the sexism vignette, both students showed negative change
and were less likely to intervene in the scenario on the post-test. Dina was somewhat
likely to intervene and Kevin was not likely to intervene in the sexism scenario.

Summary

Dina is more competent about sexism, but less likely to do anything about it. She
can identify and analyze the problem accurately, identify strategies, risks, and knowledge
needed to intervene in the scenario. However, Dina’s confidence decreased, her attitude
remained negative, and she continued to show limited motivation to take action in the
scenario on the post-test. Kevin did not increase in his competence for social action
engagement (except in providing examples of knowledge needed for intervention) or
willingness to take action. He was less confident to take action in the sexism scenario on
the post-test. Kevin was more positive attitude toward taking action in the sexism
scenario post-test, but less likely to take action in the incident on the post-test.
On heterosexism vignette, Dina was more confident and more likely to intervene
in the scenario on the post-test, but showed limited motivation and lacked a positive
attitude toward taking action. On the post-test, Dina could identify knowledge and skills
needed to intervene in the heterosexism vignette, but could not identify or analyze the
problem accurately or identify strategies necessary to take action. Kevin was more
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positive toward taking action in the scenario and could identify strategies to do so, but
was less confident to take action in the heterosexism vignette and continued to be
“somewhat likely” to intervene in the scenario on the post-test. Both students know the
risks if they decided to intervene in the scenarios across vignette type.
Dina was more confident on the heterosexism and more likely to intervene in that
scenario on the post-test. In the interview Dina stated that she was now a “4.5 on a five
point scale” in her confidence to take action. Her example when talking about confidence
was about heterosexism. Kevin said he was more confident, “but not there yet.” On the
heterosexism vignette he was less confident on the post-test. Both students were less
confident and less likely to intervene in the sexism scenario. In addition, both students
gave responses during the interviews that reflected growing empathy toward students who
identify as GLBT. However, it appears to have had a different impact on Dina’s and
Kevin’s scores. Kevin was more positive toward taking action in the heterosexism
scenario on the post-test, but his motivation to take action did not increase. Dina’s
attitude and motivation did not increase over the course of the semester on both the
heterosexism and sexism vignette.

Conclusion
The goal of the interviews was two-fold. The first goal was to give students the
opportunity to share their experiences in a diversity course and describe which
components of the course they believed best prepared them for social action engagement.
The second goal was to compare the results from the interview data and vignette data in
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order to examine whether the changes students mentioned during the interviews was
confirmed through their performance on the vignettes.
It is clear for these students that if their confident increased, they were more likely
to intervene in the vignette. This result also emerged from the vignette data analysis. The
conceptual framework discusses confidence in two places. First, under students
willingness for social action engagement and second, under intention for social
engagement. From the results, the stronger relationship is between confidence and
students intention to engage in social action versus confidence and students willingness to
intervene in the scenarios. In addition, the other side of this pattern emerged as well. If
students were less confident they were less likely to intervene in the vignette or remained
low on that variable on the post-test. There was only one case where this pattern did not
occur. Oscar was more confident in taking action in the sexism scenario on the post-test,
but continued to be “somewhat likely” to intervene in the vignette on the post-test.
One other finding that needs to be mentioned is that greater understanding does
not necessarily lead to increased motivation to take action. Dina, Nancy, and Ryan were
able to identify and analyze the problem accurately on the sexism post-test, but their
motivation to intervene in that scenario did not increase. However, on the heterosexism
vignette, all three students were unable to identify or analyze the problem accurately on
the post-test, but Nancy and Ryan’s motivation did increase while Dina’s did not. All
three students gave empathetic responses during the interviews that focused on GLBT
issues; reflecting increased motivation on the heterosexism vignette. Nancy and Ryan
gave affective responses, while Dina gave both cognitive and affective responses. In the
larger sample, most students gave other-oriented and empathetic reasons for taking

203

action. The relationship is not clear, however, affective empathy may have increased
students motivation to intervene in the heterosexism vignette.
The comparison between the results from the interview data with the vignette data
show that some students are more ready to take action than others and changes discussed
during the interviews were confirmed for several of the students. Since the strongest
relationship is between confidence and students likelihood to intervene in a scenario, that
would make Nancy, Ryan, and Dina best prepared to intervene in the heterosexism
scenario, Nancy and Ryan in the sexism scenario, and Erica in both the classism and
racism vignettes. Based on the overall results, considering most change over time and the
least amount of decline on all variables, Nancy, Ryan, and Erica are most prepared and
Dina, Oscar and Kevin are the least prepared for taking action.
One last note, some of the discrepancies between student responses and actual
scores may be a time factor. The vignette data was collected spring 2006 and interviews
were conducted fall 2006. There was a four month gap that allowed students more time to
recognize and reflect on their changes and apply what they learned in their home and
campus environments. In the next chapter, chapter five, a summary of the major findings
found from both the analysis of the vignettes and interviews is discussed along with
implications for teaching and future research studies.
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
This purpose of this study was to explore the effectiveness of a social diversity
course in increasing students’ readiness for social action engagement. A multi-method
approach was used to address four main questions. First, whether students enrolled in a
diversity course would show an increase in their competence for social action engagement
by identifying or recognizing oppression accurately. Second, whether students enrolled in
a diversity course would show more willingness to engage in social action. Third,
whether students’ perception of risk would change over time if enrolled in a diversity
course. Finally, whether students’ intention to take action increased while enrolled in a
diversity course and what factors students identified as influencing those intentions. In
this chapter, a summary and discussion of the key findings from this study is presented.
The key findings are discussed in relationship to the literature examining readiness for
social action engagement, classroom diversity, and theory of planned behavior. This
chapter concludes with implications for teaching social diversity courses and
recommendations for future research.
Summary of Findings
Vignettes
The primary method used to assess the impact of a social diversity course on
college students’ readiness for social action engagement was an analysis of students’
responses to two vignettes using a pre/post design. The vignettes presented four different
scenarios that focused on social justice issues taught in EDUC 210 spring 2006. The
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topics were racism, sexism, classism, and heterosexism. The context in which the
scenarios took place was a dining hall, classroom, residence hall, and an off-campus
apartment; all reflecting aspects of the college environment. The goal of this assessment
was to explore what impact a social diversity course had on students’ responses to these
scenarios.
Four key findings emerged from the study. First, there was not a substantial
increase in students’ ability to identify or analyze the incidents in the scenarios accurately.
Students rarely labeled the incidents in the vignettes as examples of racism, classism, or
heterosexism (except for the sexism vignette). In fact, students rarely identified the
incidents in the vignettes as examples of prejudice or stereotypes. In most cases, students
described the incidents in the scenarios as a “lack of sensitivity.” However, the one bright
spot is that by the end of the course, students were less likely to deny that the incidents
described in each scenario were “problematic.” This is progress, albeit a small one.
Second, most students came into EDUC 210 motivated to take action and were
able to provide appropriate action strategies for each incident as well as risks for
themselves if they decided to take action in the incidents described in the vignettes. While
the course did not increase students’ motivation for social action engagement or their
ability to identify risks and action strategies, students were able to maintain these results
on the post-test.
Third, students who were more confident to take action in the social justice
incidents at the end of EDUC 210 were more likely to intervene in the scenarios as well.
The course did increase students’ confidence and their intention to take action in the
incidents described in the sexism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes. When students’
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self-efficacy increases toward a behavior, it impacts and increases the likelihood of
students engaging in the behavior (Ajzen 1991). In this case, students enrolled in EDUC
210 felt more confident toward taking action, in turn, increasing the likelihood that they
will take action in the incidents described in the sexism, classism, and heterosexism
vignettes.
Fourth, the students who responded to the sexism vignette were more capable and
better prepared to intervene in the incident described in the scenario on the post-test in
comparison to the other vignettes. This data suggests that the course did influence half of
the students who responded to this scenario to become more competent, maintain their
motivation and ability to identify potential risk, and to become more confident and more
likely to intervene in this scenario by the end of the course. These students believed the
incident was sexist, were motivated to act, felt confident to take action, and were more
likely to engage in action; showing greater readiness for social action engagement.

Interviews
Interviews were conducted, in addition to the vignettes, to identify which course
processes, activities, goals and objectives students’ believed to be most effective in
increasing their readiness for social action engagement. In order to determine whether the
information students’ shared during the interviews was consistent with their overall
performance on the vignettes, additional analysis was conducted that compared the results
from both the interview and vignette data.
The course components that students believed increased their readiness for social
action engagement reflected two specific aspects of the content and pedagogy
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implemented in this diversity course. The multiple perspectives about social justice issues
provided through course readings, for example, reflect the course content. In addition,
students described how various experiential activities influenced their readiness for taking
action. The class activities students discussed during the interviews reflect the pedagogy
utilized in the course.
Six themes emerged from the interview data that describe how the content and
pedagogy influenced student readiness for social action engagement. These are (1) lived
experiences, (2) perspective-taking, (3) critical thinking, (4) personal awareness, (5)
empathy and (6) self-confidence. Specific course content such as course readings and
class discussions that included multiple viewpoints challenged students to scrutinize their
own beliefs (critical thinking) and view the world from diverse perspectives (perspective¬
taking). Course pedagogy that included experiential activities encouraged students to
share their own personal experiences with the material taught in the course (lived
experiences) and increased their self-awareness and awareness of social justice issues
(personal awareness). Also, students discussed how class activities helped them develop a
deeper understanding of the challenges their classmates face (empathy) and provided a
safe environment for them to practice interrupting oppression and view others doing the
same (confidence). Figure 4 provides an illustration of the themes.
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Figure 4: Themes from Student Interviews

Vignettes and Interviews
One area where the vignette data confirmed students’ statements during the
interviews is their increase in confidence. All of the students stated that the course helped
them feel more confidence to take action. This was true for all, but one student. In the
transcripts Kevin stated that he felt more confident, but was “not there yet.” His results
showed that he was less confident on both vignettes by the end of the course. In addition,
the same pattern occurred between confidence and intention for these students as it did
for the larger sample. If they were more confident, they were more likely to take action.
There was only one case where this wasn’t the case. Oscar continued to be “somewhat
likely” to intervene in the sexism scenario even though he felt more confident to
intervene on the post-test.
The last area the shows confirmation is students overall results. Half of the
students vignette results supported their readiness for social action engagement described
during the interviews. Nancy and Ryan were more positive toward taking action in the
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heterosexism vignette, were more motivated, confident and more likely to intervene in the
scenario. In the interviews both students gave empathetic responses toward GLBT issues.
Erica scored high on six out of 10 (more than any other student) variables on the classism
vignette and maintained those scores on the post-test. She was more confident and more
likely to intervene in this scenario by the end of the course. During the interviews she
gave responses that reflected critical thinking, increased self-awareness, cognitive
empathy and increased confidence. Dina and Oscar’s results were somewhat confirmed,
while Kevin’s results were confirmed the least out of the six students. One final note here
is that Nancy, Ryan, and Erica did not have a prior diversity course, while the students
who showed the least amount of change over time did—Dina, Oscar, and Kevin.
Discussion of Findings
Recognize Oppression
This study sought to investigate whether studens enrolled in a diversity would
show an increase in their ability to accurately identify and analyze a social justice issue.
This was the case for a substantial percentage of students who responded to the sexism
vignette. However, the results on the other vignettes show that students were less likely to
indicate that a problem did not exist in the racism, heterosexism, and classism scenarios
at the end of the course. While this is progress, this result clearly impacts students’
readiness for social action engagement. If students cannot identify oppression in their
environments, it is highly unlikely that they will take action or be effective at social
action engagement.
A possible explanation for students’ ability to identify and analyze the incident in
the sexism vignette accurately, but not in the scenarios described in the racism, classism,
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and heterosexism vignettes, may be caused by students’ inability to link concrete
examples to abstract concepts, such as oppression. According to Bell & Griffin (2007)
students learning is enhanced “when their understanding of oppression is firmly rooted in
concrete experiences and examples that provide a foundation for analysis of abstract
concepts and the multiple levels on which oppression operates” (p. 80). I believe the
students who responded to the sexism vignette received stronger concrete examples in
which to situate sexism because women’s voices were in the room “to verify” their lived
experiences with oppression. In other words, women were there to confirm their truth
with sexism. They were able to make the abstract concept of oppression “real” for
themselves and other students. This point is important in two ways. First, it supports the
need for diversity in colleges and universities. Second, it confirms one of the themes that
emerged from the interviews that students believed best prepared them for social action
engagement—lived experiences.
Scholars contend that the lack of diverse perspectives from underrepresented
social groups on college campuses increases the difficulty of educators and campus
leaders to teach the principles of social justice to students from privileged groups (Smith
& Schonfeld, 2000). Research has shown a positive relationship between students’
engagement with diversity and learning and democratic outcomes (Astin, 1993; Gurin et.
al, 2002; Hurtado, 2002; Pascarella et al., 1996; Whitt et al, 2001; Zuniga, Williams, &
Berger, 2005). This data suggests that the absence of targeted groups voices (people of
color, LGBT, and poor/working class) “to verify” their lived experience with racism,
heterosexism, and classism made it difficult for students to analyze the incidents
described in those vignettes accurately. The foundation in which to examine the abstract
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concepts of racism, classism, and heterosexism was weak because the concrete
experiences and examples of lived experiences from people of color, students that
identify as LGBT and students who identify as poor and/or working class was missing
from the classroom.
In the racism vignette the targeted person was a Latino male. Latinos’ lack of
voice in the discussion of racism to confirm their lived experience with this form of
oppression leaves the black-white continuum of racism in place and provides one
explanation for why students didn't identify Juan as a target of racism. I believe this result
would have occurred as well if the targeted person in the racism vignette had been Asian
or Native American.
For students who identify as LGBT, there is a safety issue in the classroom. Evans
& Broido (1999) found that coming out is a difficult process for college students in and of
itself. Disclosing their orientation in the classroom may be unwelcomed by their peers
and the instructor (Human Rights Watch, 2001). An unsafe classroom environment may
keep students who identify as LGBT from confirming their truth with heterosexism read
about in articles and ultimately in the vignette. A safe classroom environment was one of
the key components of the lived experience theme.
I believe the same assertion about LGBT students can be made about students
who are poor or working class. Students may feel unsafe revealing their social class in the
classroom. People who identify as poor or working class are a hidden social group in the
United States (Mantsios, 2001). Sharing information about their social class may lead to
further stigmatization and stereotyping by their peers or instructors, such as, “you are
poor because your family is lazy, uneducated, etc.” However, their stories of classism are
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needed to verify what statistics and scholars assert about social class differences in the
United States. Their truth with classism in their daily environment, the college campus,
may have been especially helpful with identifying real life experiences with this form of
oppression for other students having difficulty grasping this abstract concept.
Students need more than books and articles to understand what oppression looks
like in society and its physical and psychological impact on the lives of members of
targeted groups. Students need to hear lived experiences—voices of targeted groups to
tell their stories of oppression and “verify” what privileged groups don’t recognize or
choose to ignore. In the end, it may be easier for students to ignore an author with whom
they have no contact, than a peer who sits next to them in class for 15 weeks.

Confidence and Intention
Second this study examined whether students enrolled in a diversity course would
show increased self-efficacy toward social action engagement and show greater intentions
toward taking action. In this study, two scales were used to ask students how likely they
were to take action and how confident they felt taking action in the scenarios assigned to
them. One pattern that emerged from the results is that students who were more confident
to take action on the post-test were also more likely to take action (intention) in the
incidents described in the sexism, classism, and heterosexism vignettes. This result is
consistent with Ajzen’s (1991) theory that if a student, in this case, shows higher
perceived behavioral control (belief that one can perform the behavior) toward social
action engagement she/he would show greater behavioral intentions toward taking action.
This pattern occurred for all vignettes except the racism vignette.
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A possible explanation for this difference may be that a different construct might
influence the behavioral intentions of the students who responded to the racism vignette.
For instance, Azjen (1991) believes that in addition to perceived behavioral control,
students’ attitudes toward a behavior (favorable or unfavorable) and the perceived social
pressure they feel to perform a particular behavior (subjective norm) influences their
behavioral intentions. The majority of the students who responded to the racism vignette
came into EDUC 210 with a positive attitude toward taking action in the racism vignette
and maintained that attitude on the post-test. In addition, a majority of the students came
into the course with confidence to take action in the racism scenario and retained their
confidence at the end of the course. Therefore, there was no substantial change on these
variables. For the students who responded to the racism vignette, feeling social pressure
or support from significant others in their lives to challenge or ignore this form of
oppression may influence their behavioral intentions greater than their attitude or selfefficacy. Erica, the only interviewee who responded to the racism vignette, did state
during the interviews that her family encouraged her to take action. She said, “My mom
always taught me if you see something wrong you need to say something. Ever since I
was younger, I was always encouraged to say something.” This suggestion may be
confirmed by only one student; however, it is worth investigating in future studies
exploring social action engagement. Unfortunately, this construct was not one of the
research questions explored in this study.
Confidence was a theme that emerged from the interviews as well. During the
interviews all of the students provided statements that indicated increased self-confidence
with taking action. For example, Ryan believes his confidence increased because
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“throughout the class you have to tell people about yourself, you have to go out on a limb
and trust people. If I can do that to these people, then I can tell people that’s not cool to
say a certain thing as opposed to before.” In addition, students provided examples of
course processes and activities that they believed helped them gain more self-confidence
with social action engagement. Students identified learning the difference between key
concepts in social justice education, discussing personal stories in class, readings
assigned, a video modeling social action engagement, and writing an action plan as
course processes or activities that best prepared them to take action. These results were
similar to findings in a study conducted by Nagda et al., (2004) that investigated the
relationship between a diversity course and its impact on students’ confidence to engage
in social action. Using a pre/post design Nagda et al., found that students enrolled in a
diversity course showed more confidence in promoting diversity on the posttest. In
addition, several studies found that enrollment in a diversity course influenced students
intention to engage in social action or promote diversity (Stake & Hoffman, 2001; Zuniga
et al., 2005; Malaney & Berger, 2005).
One other finding relevant to the three constructs suggested by Azjen (1991) is
that students who responded to the sexism vignette were more positive toward social
action engagement by the end of the course. The greatest change was among women.
Seventy percent of the students who showed change on this variable were women as
compared to 36% of men. The attitudinal construct along with perceived behavioral
control influenced their greater behavioral intentions toward sexism. For the heterosexism
and classism vignettes, perceived behavioral control had a greater impact on students’
motivation to take action and for racism it may be the need for encouragement from
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reference groups that increases students’ intention to intervene in incidents that reflect
this form of oppression.

Buffering Effect
Third, this study sought to determine whether students enrolled in a diversity
course would show an increase in their ability to accurately identify appropriate action
strategies, show an increase in their motivation to engage in social action, and show
change in their perception of risk over the course of a semester.
The findings from this study show that students who came into EDUC 210 were
motivated to engage in social action and able to identify appropriate action strategies and
risks when taking action and maintained their ability and motivation to take action in the
scenarios at the end of the course. In addition, students identified action strategies that
work toward social justice on the pre and post-test. There are varied explanations for this
finding. One is that the course may prevent students from declining in their abilities to
identify action strategies and risks and in their motivation for social action engagement.
For instance, in a study that examined the impact of a diversity course on intergroup
tolerance and social beliefs, Henderson-King & Kaleta (2000) found that students
enrolled in the diversity showed no decline in their feelings toward social groups and
were able to maintain their pre-semester levels of tolerance; indicating that the course had
a buffering effect on students attitudes. This was not the case for students in the study
who did not enroll in a diversity course that semester. While the course did not increase
intergroup intolerance among students, it prevented a “diminishing effect” on intergroup
tolerance (p. 156).
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Since there was no control group for this study, we are unable to speculate
whether students would have maintained their motivation and ability to identify action
strategies and risks in the absence of this course. However, results show that students
enrolled in EDUC 210 maintained their motivation to intervene in the incidents described
in the vignettes from the beginning to the end of the course; showing no evidence of a
diminishing effect on students willingness toward social action engagement on the post¬
test. In addition, students in EDUC 210 maintained their pre-semester ability to identify
appropriate action strategies and risks for the scenarios described across vignette type by
the end of the course. While the course did not increase their ability or motivation, it may
have counteracted any effect that might decrease either construct (Henderson-King &
Kaleta, 2000).
Most students gave empathetic responses when asked what motivated them to
take action in the scenarios described across vignette type. When students gave reasons
for taking action, the majority gave empathetic reasons for taking action more often than
moral/spiritual reasons or reasons that reflected their own self-interest. While the
percentage increase was not substantial from pre to post, more students gave empathetic
responses by the end of the course across vignette type. Almost all of the students
interviewed gave responses that reflected affective empathy. This finding could mean that
the experiential activities incorporated into EDUC 210 in conjunction with the
verification of students’ concrete, lived experiences with racism, sexism, classism and
heterosexism mediated the affective dimension in the learning process—helping students
develop greater compassion toward their classmates’ experiences with oppression. This is
an important point because according to Stephan & Finlay (1999), the literature confirms
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that empathic concern causes helping. In this case, if increased empathy motivates
students to take action, then teaching for empathy needs to be more of a transparent goal
in diversity courses.
Students identified interpersonal risks most often for themselves when choosing
to take action in the vignettes on the pre-test. Many of these students were concerned with
losing a relationship or friendship. This finding remained constant on the post-test except
for students who responded to the sexism vignette. On the post-test most were concerned
with being labeled—“being called a feminist.” This finding may be the result of the
negative connotations associated with feminism. In my teaching experience when
students are asked to discuss their hesitancy with identifying themselves with feminism
many state that feminists are seen as male-haters, male-bashers and lesbians.

Multiple Perspectives and Experiential Activities
The goal of the interviews was to ask students to identify which course processes,
activities, goals and objectives they believe to be most effective in increasing their
readiness to engage in social action. The course components students identified as best
preparing them to take action is the multiple perspectives included in the content and the
experiential activities designed as part of the pedagogy. More than half of the students
described how hearing multiple viewpoints was an important aspect of their learning.
This finding reflects one of the constructs of Gurin’s framework that examines the impact
of diversity on educational outcomes (Gurin et. al, 2002). In this case, classroom
diversity, which refers to the content knowledge, multiple perspectives, and in class
experiences. For example, when asked which course processes Dina believed prepared
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her to engage in social action, she stated that “[The] discussions were good, we could
touch upon everybody’s opinion of the situation.” In addition, Ryan described how the
vignettes for this study helped him realize that you can view the issue presented in the
scenarios from more than one perspective, “My perspective [changed]...you realize this
person (character in the scenario) isn’t looking at it from all the perspectives. I realized
there are other ways to look at it then just the one side I looked at before.”
Perspective-taking, an example of cognitive empathy, is a person’s ability to view
the world and express the perspective on another (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). This is an
important aspect of their readiness because when students can take on the perspective of
targeted groups they are in a better position to help others develop greater understanding
of how oppression works and affects the live subordinated groups. This added skill
provides students with more information and/or tools when engaging in social action.
One noteworthy point is Nagda, Gurin, and Lopez (2003) found in a study using an
empathy measure, that a diversity course had no effect on perspective-taking. However,
students in that study who were most engaged with the content and active learning, selfreported that “understanding other people” was what they learned most (p.184).
Course activities and processes in the diversity course that encourage critical
thinking was another theme identified from the interviews. Gannon (2002) suggests
critical thinking allows students to understand that people view the world from multiple
perspectives. There is a connection here in that students described how multiple
viewpoints incorporated into class readings and discussions challenged them to scrutinize
their own beliefs. For example, Erica states that class readings challenged her to change
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her thinking, “The green book, articles from that...made me question a lot of things I
thought. My whole outlook on heterosexism and homosexuals just kind of changed.”
Several studies examining educational outcomes of diversity courses have shown a
relationship between enrollment in a diversity course and students’ development of
critical thinking skills (Hurtado, 2001; Gurin et al., 2002; Tsui, 1999). When students
were asked what skills they believed they needed to intervene in the scenarios described
in the vignettes, none mentioned critical thinking skills and only a few students gave
responses reflective of perspective-taking skills. This difference between the interview
data and vignette data indicates that the measure used in the vignette survey to assess
these concepts needs to be examined further and adjusted for future studies.
Students mentioned a myriad of classroom activities such as, the “Take-A-Stand”
activity, caucus groups, and writing a coming out letter as examples of in class
experiences they believed prepared them for social action engagement. This finding
reflects an early study conducted by Nagda, Gurin, and Lopez (2003) that showed active
learning in a diversity course influenced students’ commitment to action. The teaching
methods in diversity courses promote cross-group interactions among students (Nelson
Laird, 2003). Social justice education pedagogy draws its principles and practice from
experiential learning theory and active learning (Adams et al, 1997). Active learning
strategies engage students in the learning process through varied experiences in the
classroom (Kolb, 1984). Active participation of all students in the learning process is a
goal of liberatory teaching in that everyone is encouraged to become a co-constructor of
knowledge and influence the curriculum (hooks, 1994; Banks & Banks, 1995). Through
experiential exercises, small group discussions, lectures, and social action projects
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students share their personal or lived experiences with the material taught in the course,
learn to reflect on their experiences and the experiences of their classmates—gaining
greater personal awareness; one of the themes from the interview data. Students are then
encouraged to take their new learning with them into their daily environment (Nagda et
al., 2003).
One possible explanation for these findings can be linked to Kolb’s (1984)
experiential learning model. Kolb (1984) believed including students lived experiences
into the classroom and allowing them to reflect and act on those experiences enhance the
learning process (Gurin et al, 2003). In addition to lived experiences, simulations,
activities, or videos can be used to help students engage the learning cycle (Kolb, 1984;
Svinicki & Dixon, 1987; Nagda et al., 2003; Adams et al., 2007). For example, Oscar
stated that watching a video showing people taking action increased his confidence
(concrete experience). Discussing personal experiences with taking action and allowing
students to debrief the video is an example of reflective observation. Reading and
learning about social justice concepts related to social action represent abstract
conceptualization. Last, developing an action project that requires students to apply what
they learned provides them with active experimentation.
This learning cycle, inclusive of multiple viewpoints and experiential activities,
support the six themes gleaned from the interview data. Providing students with concrete
experiences, lived or otherwise, and allowing them to critically reflect on those
experiences can increase students personal awareness, challenge their thinking on social
justice issues, help them develop greater empathy and view the world from multiple
perspectives. In addition, providing students opportunities to test their new knowledge
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through a social action project for example, can increase students’ confidence toward
social action engagement.

Limitations of Study
Overall, the results from this study are promising. Diversity courses can prepare
students to become effective change agents. While the studies that focus on social action
engagement are fairly new, several have found results that reflect the findings in this
research. The findings fo this study confirm that the course processes and activities in
EDUC 210 can be used to teach students how to connect theory with practice and transfer
the knowledge, attitudes, and skills the have developed to their sphere influence.
However, there are several limitations for this study that should be noted here.
First, this study was conducted at one institution based upon one social diversity course;
caution should be taken when generalizing these findings to other settings. The students’
responses to the vignettes were self-reported. Although the vignettes were based upon
actual incidents, there is no way to guarantee that students would intervene in a “real-life”
social justice issue as they reported for the scenarios. Over a third of the students in this
sample had enrolled in a diversity course previously and may have come into EDUC 210
with prior knowledge of how to engage in social action. This study did not control for
prior experience in a diversity course. In addition, this study did not randomly assign
students, or include a comparison or control group. While we do not know if the changes
found in this study endured over time, students who completed both the vignettes and
interviews indicate that they are practicing what they learned in EDUC 210 currently.
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Also, the findings from the attitude variable must be examined with care in that
the inter-rater reliability was low across vignette type and raters. One last note, some of
the discrepancies between student responses and actual scores may be a time factor. The
vignette data was collected spring 2006 and interviews were conducted fall 2006. There
was a four month gap that may have influenced the overall findings from the study.
Implications for Teaching
One recommendation from this study is that instructors of diversity courses give
more attention to helping students identify oppression in their environment. If students
cannot identify heterosexism or classism, it will be difficult to dismantle the cycle of
social injustice. Assessing whether students can identify oppression accurately can easily
be added to the evaluation process in diversity courses. This could take the form of
encouraging students to go beyond thinking and reflecting on oppression, to identifying
oppression in the college environment. Students need to act on their new learning to truly
integrate and grasp the concept of oppression (Lopez, Gurin, & Nagda, 1998). For
example, the vignettes in this study could be used as an assignment with the following
question added, “Is this an example of classism? Why or why not?” “Is this an example of
racism at the individual or institutional level?” Also, students could be asked to examine
their own environment for a week and give examples of what they believe to be instances
of heterosexism and explain why.
The results indicate that we must find ways to bring lived experiences into the
room when the voices of targeted groups are lacking. At the macro level, I suggest college
and universities continue with initiatives that increase diversity on campus and interaction
between agent and targeted groups. At the micro level, instructors of diversity courses can
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create an assignment where their students’ interview other college students who are
members of targeted groups and allow them to tell their own stories with oppression on
campus through media or the classroom can be taken to a play or museum where
members of targeted groups “verify” their experiences with oppression. Afterward
students can debrief their experiences and begin to make connections with abstract
concepts taught in the course. Once again, time must be given for students to make these
connections and assessment must be conducted to determine if the connection occurred.
A third recommendation reflective of the findings is that increasing students’
empathy become a more explicit goal and objective in diversity courses. Perspective¬
taking or cognitive empathy is a stated goal for diversity courses (Nelson Laird, 2003).
However, affective empathy such as, parallel empathy, may lead to action more often than
cognitive empathy (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). Stephan & Finlay believe if the course
objective of a diversity course is greater understanding then cognitive empathy makes
sense as a learning outcome. On the other hand, parallel empathy (experiencing similar
feelings of another) they suggest, may be a better choice in that “dissonance due to
empathic concern” may move students to take action (p.738). When students gain
awareness about the social injustice targeted groups experience “dissonance due to
empathic concern” may mediate change in that students want their attitudes and behavior
toward targeted groups to be in line with their beliefs of social justice (Stephan & Finlay,
1999). In other words, students’ ability to take on the perspective and feelings of targeted
groups can lead to greater readiness for social action engagement. I believe that bringing
divergent lived experiences into the classroom is the first step to in this process.
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Another recommendation stemming from this study is that a social action project
be a required assignment in all social diversity courses. This type of project provides a
away for students to synthesize what they have learned for the semester and put that new
learning to work. In addition, a social action project is an example of how students can
connect theory to practice and demonstrate what knowledge and skills they have
developed as a result of enrolling in the course. Working with others to interrupt
oppression can help students develop bridges across cultural differences. For example,
Oscar discussed during his interview how the social action project required in his class
allowed him to work with someone from a different ethnic group and learn about a new
culture. In addition, a social action project allows students to practice the skills necessary
for action planning (e.g., alliance building, developing action strategies, and
implementation skills). This is a societal benefit in that students will be able to challenge
policies and practices that are antithetical to our diverse democracy. This will also help
students be more prepared for social engagement once the course commences by
increasing their confidence.
A key recommendation from this study is for more faculty development for
instructors who teach diversity courses; more specifically, how best to teach for social
action engagement I believe sharing Kolb’s experiential learning model (1984) can help
in this process. Some diversity education instructors may focus a great deal of time
discussing social justice issues at the cognitive level (and sometimes the affective level)
and do not require students to demonstrate their new learning in their daily environment.
The fourth learning mode from Kolb’s model, active experimentation, should be stressed
more often when teaching for social action engagement. One of the key components of
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social justice education pedagogy is viewing the cognitive and affective elements of the
learning process as equally important (Adams, 1997). At the same time, one of the
learning goals for EDUC 210 is for students to develop intervention skills and gain
opportunities for taking action (Adams & Marchesani, 1997). The results from this study
show that the majority of the students are not prepared for social action engagement if
they are unable to identify oppression. This is the first step necessary to take action. A
social action project will give students the opportunity to identify where a problem exists
accurately and design a plan to interrupt the oppression they have witnessed. While
students may practice this skill in class, it is imperative for students to practice it outside
of the classroom if we want to create a just and equitable society for all citizens.
Implications for Future Research
I have suggested that the reason students were unable to recognize oppression in
the vignettes was the lack of voices from diverse social groups in their classes to verify
their truth and lived experiences with various forms of “isms.” This result affirms the
need for colleges and universities to continue their initiatives that support the enrollment
of a diverse student population. I recommend more studies focus on the impact of
“verification” (need for diverse groups to confirm their truth with oppression) on
students’ ability to recognize oppression. In addition, future studies that focus on social
action engagement should determine how best to measure this construct and
operationalize it. For example one question might be. Is “verification” just an outcome of
how the pedagogy is implemented in diversity courses? Another question could be, Is it
“verification” that mediates change or the reflection that students do afterward that has a
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greater impact on students’ ability to identify oppression? Overall, I recommend future
studies that focus on social action engagement explore these questions.
Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior was used in this study to explore what
constructs are important to examine when measuring a students likelihood or intention to
engage in a particular behavior. I recommend future studies on social action engagement
measure all three constructs when exploring students readiness for taking action. I
measured two constructs: attitude toward social action engagement and perceived
behavioral control. Students were also asked how likely they were to take action in the
scenarios described in the vignettes. The construct subjective norm (encouragement or
social pressure from reference groups to engage in a particular behavior) was not
measured in the vignettes, but students were asked during the interviews if they were
encouraged to take action by significant others in their lives. There were differences in the
results. Students who responded to the sexism vignette showed substantial change in their
attitude, confidence and intention toward social action engagement. In addition, students
who responded to the classism and heterosexism vignettes showed change in their
confidence and intention. However, students who responded to the racism vignette
showed none of the patterns described above. The majority of the students who responded
to the racism vignette came into EDUC 210 with a positive attitude and some confidence
toward social action engagement. This result suggests that students who responded the
racism vignette may need to be encouraged or feel social pressure from reference groups
(subjective norm) to take action against racism (Ajzen,1991). Broido (2000) found in a
study on college students experiences as social justice allies that their first experiences
with ally behavior came through recruitment or in a position where being an ally was an
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expectation of their role. This may be the case for the students who responded to the
racism vignette. I recommend future studies on college students readiness for social
action engagement explore this possibility.
Stephan and Finlay (1999) suggest that cognitive empathy may lead to greater
understanding about how other’s view the world while parallel empathy may lead to
action. A recommendation for future studies that focus on students readiness for social
action engagement explore whether cognitive empathy or affective empathy (or a
combination of both) best prepares students to take action. In this study, Dina, Nancy, and
Ryan were able to identify and analyze the problem accurately on the sexism post-test,
but their motivation to intervene in that scenario did not increase. However, on the
heterosexism vignette, all three students were unable to identify or analyze the problem
accurately on the post-test, but Nancy and Ryan’s motivation did increase while Dina’s
did not. All three students gave empathetic responses during the interviews that focused
on LGBT issues; reflecting increased motivation on the heterosexism vignette. In the
larger sample, most students gave other-oriented and empathetic reasons for taking
action. These results show that more exploration is needed to determine whether a
combination of cognitive and affective empathy would be more effective in preparing
college students for social action engagement.
One of the recommendations discussed under teaching implications was to
encourage faculty to use Kolb’s model of experiential learning when teaching diversity
courses. In this study students provided examples during the interviews of content and
pedagogy they best believed prepared them for taking action. Lived experiences, multiple
viewpoints, and experiential activities are all components of Kolb’s model that students
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identified. However, there is a lack of studies that have specifically examined the affect of
Kolb’s four learning modes on students’ readiness for social action engagement. I
recommend future studies explore the impact of using Kolb’s cycle as a instructional
method in diversity courses on college students’ readiness for social action engagement.
This study used a multi-method approach to address the research questions for
purposes of triangulation and adding “scope and breadth” to the results (Creswell, 1994).
Past studies that focus on social action engagement used quantitative methods only.
Student voice was non-existent. Interviews were added to this study to validate students’
ways of knowing and gain their perspective on which components they believed best
prepared them to take action. Initially, I had hoped to complete the analysis of the
vignettes data before conducting the interviews in order to use that data to guide and
inform the questions asked students. I recommend that future studies continue to use a
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods to study this topic. According to
Creswell (1994) additional reasons for using a multiple method or mixed method design
are: (1) multiple methods can be complimentary “overlapping and different facets of a
phenomenon may emerge,” (2) mixed methods can be used developmentally “the first
method is used sequentially to help inform the second method,” and (3) a combination of
methods produce initiation “wherein contradictions and fresh perspectives emerge”
(p.175). I recommend future studies that examine the relationship between diversity
courses and social action engagement use a multi-method approach with an increased
sample size for the vignettes and interviews, adding depth and breadth to the results.
Overall, more studies are needed to examine how the instructional strategies in
EDUC 210 make an impact on students’ readiness for social action engagement. The six
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students interviewed for this study revealed which courses processes and activities they
believed best prepared them for social action engagement. However, more evidence needs
to be gathered and shared among educators who want to teach students how to promote
diversity and equity effectively in a diverse democracy.
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APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER

ASSESSING COLLEGE STUDENTS READINESS AND INTENTION FOR
__SOCIAL ACTION ENGAGEMENT_
CONSENT FOR VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
My name is Stephanie Burrell and I am a doctoral student in the Social Justice Education
Program at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. I am conducting a qualitative study
that examines the readiness and intention of students enrolled in EDUC 210 to take social
action against social injustices that occur in everyday life. One of the learning goals in
EDUC 210 is helping students develop knowledge and skills necessary to take action in
such situations. Since my study explores one of the goals of EDUC 210,1 am asking your
participation by interpreting social justice vignettes that describe a number of everyday
social injustices and helping me understand whether EDUC 210 has helped to prepare
you to take social action in your daily life.
Please note the following consent protocols below, which assure confidentiality and
anonymity for your participation in this study. I do not know of any risks to you if you
decide to participate in this study. Your signature will represent your agreement with the
following seven points below. I appreciate your participation and value the information
you are willing to disclose.
I volunteer to participate in this qualitative study and understand the following:
1.

I will complete two sets of social justice situation vignettes during Spring 2006 as
an in-class assignment. The vignettes will be distributed by my instructor during
the first and 11th week of the semester in class and will be completed during class
time. In addition, I understand that I may be asked to participate in a focus group
and also to be interviewed individually by Stephanie Burrell using a guided focus
group and interview format consisting of five questions. If I agree to participate in
the focus group and/or interviews, during the 12 or 13 week; an additional one
or two hours of my time will be required. I will receive five points for completing
both sets of vignettes and three extra credit points for participating in the focus
groups and/or interviews.
J.L

f.t_

2.

The questions I will answer focus on college students’ readiness and intention to
take social action. I understand that the primary purpose of this research is to
assess students’ readiness and intention for social action engagement and
determine which EDUC 210 course components has, in my judgment, made an
influence on this process.

3.

The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed to facilitate analysis of the
data.

231

4.

My name will not be used, nor will I be identified personally in any way or at any
time. I will be given a pseudonym and a student number (not my student ID
number) to protect my identity in any and all materials used for this study. My
instructor will give me 5 points for completing the two sets of vignettes, but will
not read my responses to the vignettes until after the second set are given. My last
name is asked for on the demographics page of the vignettes in order for me to
receive credit for my work, however, I understand that the instructor will not
know the individual identity of the writers of the answers. My demographic
information will be separated from my answers to the vignettes by the researcher.

5.

I may withdraw from part or all of this study at any time and am free to participate
or not participate without prejudice whether I participate in the research study or
not, will not affect my grade in the class or my receiving 5 points for completing
both sets of vignettes.

6.

I understand that the results from the vignettes and interviews will be included in
Stephanie Burrell’s dissertation and may be shared with her dissertation
committee. In addition, I understand that the dissertation is considered a public
document housed in the W.E. B. Dubois library and that some of the materials
may be reproduced for publication in professional journals. I have the right to
review all materials prior to the final exam or other publication.

7.

I can contact Stephanie Burrell at 413-577-4178 or stephanie_b_66@yahoo.com
to discuss any needs or concerns I have about the process or content of this study.

Researcher’s Signature Date Participant's Signature Date
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APPENDIX B
VIGNETTES

For this in class assignment, please read each of the two vignettes carefully and
respond to the questions that follow. There are no right or wrong answers for these
vignettes, so your honest reactions are appreciated. In this assignment, more is better!
So, please answer as COMPLETELY as you can each of the questions that follow each
of the two vignettes. PLEASE DO NOT write your name on this sheet. PLEASE WRITE
LEGIBLY.

Vignette #1: Roommates, Lori and Stacey, are getting dressed to go to a party in offcampus. Lori is wearing a pair of overalls, a flannel shirt, and an old pair of sneakers.
Stacey is wearing daisy dukes, a cut-off t-shirt, and a baseball cap. Both have
blackened one of their front teeth. Anita, the third roommate, walks into their room and
asks where they are going. Lori hands Anita a flyer that reads, Come One, Come All,
to the Greatest Poor White Trash Ball. Anita confronts her friends, and says, “I can’t
believe you would go to a party like this.” Anita is told that the party is “just a joke” and
that she needs to “lighten up” and come with them._

(1) If you were a bystander in this incident, what would be your interpretation of
what is happening in this incident?

(2) Do you think any type of action(s) should be taken in this incident? Why or
why not?

(3) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what specific type or types of
action would you take? Please be specific and explain how this action would
address the issues you raised in questions #1 and #2.

(4) Regardless of whether or not you think you would actually take action;
knowing who you are: (a) what would make you want to take action in this type of
incident AND (b) What would keep you from taking action in this type of incident?
a.) MAKE YOU WANT TO:
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b.) KEEP YOU FROM:

(5) If you did intervene or take action in this incident, what risks would you see
for yourself?

(6) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what knowledge and skills would
help you take action? Please be specific.

(7) How confident would you feel taking action in the incident described above?
(Please circle the number below that corresponds with your answer)

Not At All Confident
1
2

Somewhat Confident
3
4

Very Confident
5

(8) Given your answers thus far, how likely is it that you would take action in the
incident described above? (Please circle the number below that corresponds with your
answer)

Not at all likely
1

2

Somewhat likely
3
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4

Very likely
5

Vignette #2: A group of students are sitting together at a popular dining hall on
campus having lunch. Juan shares a topic discussed in his English class, stating that he
believes that affirmative action is good for increasing diversity on campus. Other
students chime in and the discussion becomes heated. Joshua blurts out, “Yeah,
Latinos like John cross the border, can barely speak English, and are given points
toward admissions. That is unfair to the rest of us that have to work hard to get into
college.” Everyone at the table becomes silent and Juan walks away._

(1) If you were a bystander in this incident, what would be your interpretation of
what is happening in this incident?

(2) Do you think any type of action(s) should be taken in this incident? Why or
why not?

(3) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what specific type or types of
action would you take? Please be specific and explain how this action would
address the issues you raised in questions #1 and #2.

(4) Regardless of whether or not you think you would actually take action;
knowing who you are: (a) what would make you want to take action in this type of
incident AND (b) What would keep you from taking action in this type of incident?
a.) MAKE YOU WANT TO:

b.) KEEP YOU FROM:
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(5) If you did intervene or take action in this incident, what risks would you see
for yourself?

(6) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what knowledge and skills would
help you take action? Please be specific.

(7) How confident would you feel taking action in the incident described above?
(Please circle the number below that corresponds with your answer)

Not At All Confident
1
2

Somewhat Confident
3
4

Very Confident
5

(8) Given your answers thus far, how likely is it that you would take action in the
incident described above? (Please circle the number below that corresponds with your
answer)

Not at all likely
1

2

Somewhat likely
3
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4

Very likely
5

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WILL HELP ME LEARN MORE ABOUT
YOU
Have you taken other courses on social diversity or social justice issues? □ YES □ NO
If yes, please list
them _
Are you involved in any student organizations?

□ YES □ NO

If yes, please list
them_
How often do you attend campus events?
□ Never
year

DWeekly

□ Monthly

□ Once-a-semester

□ Once-a-

What is your major?_
What is your age?_
What is your class standing? Please check one box.
□ First-year student □ Sophomore
□ Junior

□ Senior

Which of the following best describes your gender? Please check one box.
□ Woman
□ Man
□ Transgender
Other:_
Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic background? Please check
one box.
□ Asian
□ Pacific Islander
□ Black/African American
□ White/Caucasian
□ Latino/a
□ Native American
□ Other: Please specify:_

Last Name:
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For this in class assignment, please read each of the two vignettes carefully and
respond to the questions that follow. There are no right or wrong answers for these
vignettes, so your honest reactions are appreciated. In this assignment, more is better!
So, please answer as COMPLETELY as you can each of the questions that follow each
of the two vignettes.
PLEASE DO NOT write your name on this sheet. PLEASE WRITE LEGIBLY.

Vignette #1: Michelle knocks on her resident assistant’s (RA) door one evening to
discuss a room change. Karen, the RA, is surprised because she thought that Michelle
and her roommate were good friends. When Karen asks Michelle why she wants to
move, she reveals that her roommate is a lesbian. Karen is stunned by this disclosure
and feels disappointed with Michelle. Karen approaches another RA in her building to
discuss how she should address this issue.

(1) If you were a bystander in this incident, what would be your interpretation of
what is happening in this incident?

(2) Do you think any type of action(s) should be taken in this incident? Why or
why not?

(3) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what specific type or types of
action would you take? Please be specific and explain how this action would
address the issues you raised in questions #1 and #2.
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(4) Regardless of whether or not you think you would actually take action;
knowing who you are: (a) what would make you want to take action in this type of
incident AND (b) What would keep you from taking action in this type of incident?
a.) MAKE YOU WANT TO:

b.) KEEP YOU FROM:

(5) If you did intervene or take action in this incident, what risks would you see
for yourself?

(6) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what knowledge and skills would
help you take action? Please be specific.

(7) Flow confident would you feel taking action in the incident described above?
(Please circle the number below that corresponds with your answer)

Not At All Confident
Somewhat Confident
Very Confident
1
2
3
4
5
(8) Given your answers thus far, how likely is it that you would take action in the
incident described above? (Please circle the number below that corresponds with your
answer)

Not at all likely
1

2

Somewhat likely
3
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4

Very likely
5

Vignette #2: A group of students enrolled in a world history course are meeting
to discuss the group project assigned to them for the semester. During the
discussion, Michael shares how disappointed he is that the project focuses on
women in history. He states, “If I wanted to do a project about women, I would
have taken a women’s studies course.” The other students in the group laugh at
his comment.
(1) If you were a bystander in this incident, what would be your interpretation of
what is happening in this incident?

(2) Do you think any type of action(s) should be taken in this incident? Why or
why not?

(3) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what specific type or types of
action would you take? Please be specific and explain how this action would
address the issues you raised in questions #1 and #2.

(4) Regardless of whether or not you think you would actually take action;
knowing who you are: (a) what would make you want to take action in this type of
incident AND (b) What would keep you from taking action in this type of incident?
a.) MAKE YOU WANT TO:
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b.) KEEP YOU FROM:

(5) If you did intervene or take action in this incident, what risks would you see
for yourself?

(6) If you decided to intervene in this incident, what knowledge and skills would
help you take action? Please be specific.

(7) How confident would you feel taking action in the incident described above?
(Please circle the number below that corresponds with your answer)

Not At All Confident
1
2

Somewhat Confident
3
4

Very Confident
5

(8) Given your answers thus far, how likely is it that you would take action in the
incident described above? (Please circle the number below that corresponds with your
answer)

Not at all likely
1

2

Somewhat likely
3
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4

Very likely
5

APPENDIX C
RUBRIC
Student ID:_

Rater’s Initials:_

Please score each vignette based upon how well the writer demonstrates and applies EDUC 210
concepts and/or terms to each scenario. Please check the one box that BEST REPRESENTS the
writers’ response under each criterion unless otherwise stated. Use the OTHER box to write in
codes you believe should be added. Please use the comments section to highlight other items
that come up during the process of scoring each section.

I. Student demonstrates ability to take action
A. Student can identify and analyze problem in scenario accurately (Question 1).

FIRST SET OF
VIGNETTES
CRITERIA: IDENTIFIES PROBLEM
Check one box

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

SECOND SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

Response does not identify the problem in
the scenario (i.e. no mention of SJE
concepts)
Problem identified inaccurately in response
(i.e., student identifies wrong ism)
Problem identified accurately in response

CRITERIA: ANALYZES PROBLEM
Check one box

VIGNETTE
ONE

Response does not acknowledge that
there is an issue
Response describes the incident as a
lack of sensitivity
(e.g., insensitive, rude, mean)
Response describes the incident as an
example of prejudice and/or
stereotyping
Response describes the incident as an
example of oppression at the
individual, cultural, or institutional level
(e.g., classism)
OTHER:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

II. Student demonstrates intent or intention to engage in social action
A. Student expresses attitudes or beliefs toward the outcome of social action engagement
indicating an increased likelihood of taking action in the scenario (Question 2).

CRITERIA: ATTITUDE
TOWARD TAKING ACTION
Check one box

FIRST SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

Response does not indicate a
positive or negative attitude
toward social action engagement
(SAE) outcome (unclear or
ambiguous)
Response indicates a negative
attitude toward SAE outcome
(i.e., even if 1 take action, it won’t
change people’s
attitudes/behavior, my vote
doesn’t mean anything)
Response indicates a positive
attitude toward SAE outcome
(i.e., 1 believe 1 can make a
difference, taking action will
eliminate oppression and help
others)
OTHER:

ADDITONAL COMMENTS:
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SECOND SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

III. Student demonstrates ability to take action
B. Student can identify appropriate action strategies for scenario (Question 3).
FIRST SET OF VIGNETTES
CRITERIA: IDENTIFIES
APPROPRIATE STRATEGIES
Check one box
Response includes no strategies

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

SECONID SET OF
VIGN ETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

Response includes inappropriate
strategies for scenario (i.e., action
suggested does not fit the situation)
Response includes one appropriate
strategy
Response includes more than one
appropriate strategy
CRITERIA: TYPES OF ACTION
STRATEGIES
Adapted from McClintock, 2000;
Griffin & Harro, 1997
Check one box
Student would not respond to the
incident
Student would take part in the
oppressive behavior
Student denies that a problem
exists in scenario
Student would interrupt the behavior
(i.e., challenge without attacking)
Student would interrupt the behavior &
educate the person or persons
involved in incident
Student would interrupt the behavior &
support and encourage others to
intervene as well
Student would collaborate with others
to take action
OTHER:
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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VIGNETTE
TWO

IV. Student demonstrates willingness to take action
A. Student shows motivation to take action in scenario (Question 4).

CRITERIA: WILLINGNESS
Check one box

FIRST SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

SECOND SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
TWO
ONE

Response indicates a lack of
motivation or willingness to
intervene in scenario
Response indicates limited
motivation or willingness to take
action in scenario
Response shows motivation or
willingness to take action in
scenario
CRITERIA: REASONS FOR TAKING
ACTION or NOT TAKING ACTION
Adapted from McAdam,
1986;Goodman, 2000
Check all that apply
Response does not include reason(s) for
taking or not taking action
Response provides SELF-ORIENTED
reasons for taking/not taking action (e.g.,
for own personal growth, expiate guilt, 1
may lose my job)

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
TWO

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.

b.

b.

b.

Response provides OTHER-ORIENTED
reasons for taking/not taking action (e.g.,
help my friends, improve the lives of
oppressed groups, taking action won’t
change things for women)

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.

b.

b.

b.

Response is an example of EMPATHIC
Reasoning for taking/not taking action
(i.e., Identifying with someone’s feelings
or situation)

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.

b.

b.

b.

Response is an example of MORAL and
SPIRITUAL Reasoning for taking/not
taking action (i.e., Beliefs about what is
right or wrong)

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.

b.

b.

b.

Response is an example of SELFINTEREST Reasoning for taking/not
taking action (i.e., Benefits to oneself that
do not necessarily exclude benefits to
others)

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.

b.

b.

b.

OTHER:
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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V. Student demonstrates ability to identify potential risks intervening in scenario

CRITERIA: IDENTIFY
POTENTIAL RISKS
Check one box

FIRST SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

Response does not identify
potential risks for intervening in
scenario

(Question 5)

SECOND SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

-

Response identifies
inappropriate risks for
intervening in scenario (i.e.,
risks identified do not fit the
situation)
Response identifies one
accurate risk for intervening in
scenario
Response identifies more than
one accurate risks for
intervening in scenario

CRITERIA: TYPES OF
POTENTIAL RISKS
Check all that apply

VIGNETTE
ONE

Examples of risks not included
or identified in response
Interpersonal (e.g., make
someone angry, lose friends)
Lack of Skill (e.g., identified
situation incorrectly, say wrong
thing)
Labeled (e.g., agitator, gay,
feminist)
Targeted (i.e., becomes a target
of discrimination)
Abused (e.g., verbally or
physically)
Exclusion (i.e., group will turn on
me or not accept me)
Ridiculed (i.e., made fun of)
OTHER:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VI. Student demonstrates ability to take action
C. Student can identify knowledge and skills needed to intervene in scenario (Question 6).

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

SECOND SET OF
VIGNETTES
VIGNETTE
VIGNETTE
ONE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

FIRST SET OF VIGNETTES
CRITERIA: IDENTIFIES
APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE
Check one box
Response does not identify knowledge
needed to take action in scenario (e.g.,
privilege, sexism)
Response includes knowledge
inappropriate for scenario (i.e.,
knowledge not needed to intervene)
Response includes one example of
appropriate knowledge for scenario
Response includes several examples
of appropriate knowledge for scenario

CRITERIA: TYPES OF
KNOWLEDGE
Check all that apply
Examples of knowledge not included in
response
Social Identity Groups
History or Contributions of Oppressed
Groups (e.g., Working Class, Women,
GLBT)
Forms of Oppression (e.g.., Identifies
one of the isms)
Structural Inequality (i.e., institutional:
Schools, Government, Banks, etc.)
Social Justice Education Concepts
(i.e., cycle of socialization,
power/privilege, target/agent, collusion,
etc.)
OTHER:
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VIGNETTE
TWO

CRITERIA: IDENTIFIES
APPROPRIATE SKILLS
Check one box

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
TWO

VIGNETTE
ONE

VIGNETTE
TWO

Response does not identify skills
needed to take action in scenario (e.g.,
communication, critical thinking)
Response includes skills inappropriate
for scenario (i.e., skills not needed to
intervene)
Response includes one example of a
skill appropriate for scenario
Response includes several examples
of appropriate skills for the scenario

CRITERIA: TYPES OF SKILLS
Check all that apply

VIGNETTE
ONE

Examples of skills not included in
response
Communication Skills
Critical Thinking Skills
Conflict Resolution/Mediation Skills
Perspective-Taking (i.e., considers
other points of view)
Collaboration/Alliance Building Skills
Social Action/Action Planning Skills
(i.e., action strategies,
implementation)
OTHER:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Adapted from the Office of Academic Planning and Assessment, University of Massachusetts, 6/24/06
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APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
FIRST SET OF QUESTIONS
Talk about who your friends were when you were growing up.
Please describe your neighborhood/community where you grew up.
How diverse was your high school?
How involved were you in activities related to diversity in high school? (ie, courses,
clubs, etc)
Talk about who your friends are here at UMASS.
How involved are you in activities related to diversity here at UMASS?
SECOND SET OF QUESTIONS
Why did you decide to take EDUC 210?
What had you heard about the course before you enrolled in it?
In your opinion what are the goals of the course?
If you had to describe your experience(s) in EDUC 210 to a friend what would you say?
What do you like most/least about the course?
What has surprised you?
THIRD SET OF QUESTIONS
Reflecting on the vignettes you completed last semester, how do you think your answers
changed?
Have you ever taken action? Why or why not?
Can you give a recent example of you taking action?
Did it turn out like you expected?
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Would you have changed how you responded?
What are the benefits of taking action in your opinion?
What are the challenges of taking action?
What type of support or encouragement have you received from friends or family to take
social action?
How confident are you with taking social action?
Has your confidence increased or decreased since taking EDUC210? Why or Why
not?

In your opinion, how has EDUC 210 helped you to prepare to take social action?
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APPENDIX E
THE TABLES
Table 2
Interrater Reliability for Vignettes

Rater 1

Rater 2

Rater 3

Rater 4

Rater 5

Rater 6

%

K

%

K

%

K

%

K

%

K

%

K

.60
.70
.60
.80

*
*
*
*

.80
.60
.70
.80

*
*
*
*

1.0
1.0
1.0
.90

*

.90
.80
.80
.70

*

1.0
1.0
.80

.55
.62
.44

.80
.90
1.0
.70

.55
.78
1.0
.40

.30
.90
.20
.80

.62
*

.70
.10
.80
.30

.56
-.08
.71
*

.90
.40
.90
.90

1.0
*
*

.60
.80
.60
1.0

.64
.49
1.0

.80
.80
.60
.50

.60
1.0
.42
♦

.70
.80
.60
.70

.67
.77
*

.70
.90
.90
.90

.46
1.0
*

1.0
♦

1.0

.90
.70
.90
.90

1.0
1.0

.60
.90
.90
1.0

.60
.60
.90
.70

.72
.50
1.0
.60

.70
.80
.70
.80

.71
*
*
*

.70
.90
1.0
.90

.50
*
1.0
*

1.0
1.0
.80
.90

.90
.80
.80
.90

.74
.77
.55
1.0

.70
.90
.90
.90

-.13
1.0
1.0
*

.90
.70
.80
.90

.74
.40
*
♦

.80
.90
1.0
.80

Tia
t2A
T,b
t2B
Identifies Appropriate Knowledge

.90
.80
.90
.70

.62
.80
*
*

.70
.80
.60
.60

.57
.75
*
*

.80
1.0
.90
.90

.41
1.0
.62
*

.90
1.0
1.0
.80

Tia
t2a
T,b
T2b
Identifies Appropriate Skills

.60
.80
.50
.50

.39
.81

.40
.60
.70
.70

.21
*

.44
*

.63
.63

.70
.80
.70
.70

.70
.80
.80
.80

.51
.80
*

.70
.70
.50
.70

*
*
*
*

.90
.80
.60
.90

.83
.55
.36
.62

Variable
Identifies Problem
t1a
Tia
Tib
T2B
Analyzes Problem
T1A
t2a
T,b
t2B
Attitude toward Taking Action
Tia
T>a
Tib
t2B
Identifies Appropriate Strategies
Tia
t2a
T,b
^2B
Types of Action Strategies
Tia
t2a
Tib
T2b
Willingness
T!a
t2a
Tib
t2B
Identifies Potential Risks

Tia
Tia
Tib

t2B

*

.25

.75

1.0

.53

.80
.60
.50
.60
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*

*
.38
*
.39
*
*
*

1.0

.44
♦

.80
.70
.80
.90

*
.74
.86

.80
.90
.90
.60

.30
.60
.20
.50

*
*
*
*

.90
.80
.80
.70

*
♦
*

1.0
1.0
1.0
.80
.80
.90
.80
.90

.27
1.0
*
.55
.62
-.11
*
*

.41
*
1.0
*
*
1.0
1.0
1.0
*
.52
.62
*
*

*
*

*

.55
*

.85
*

.30
1.0
.20
.80

.69

.80
1.0
.90
1.0

.66
1.0
.78
*

.20
.50
.40
.50

.27
.23
.38

.80
1.0
.60
.60

*
*
*
*

.60
.80
.70
.80

.71
*

.70
.70
.80
1.0

1.0
*
*
*

.70
.80
.80
.80

.73
♦

.90
1.0
1.0
.90

.62
1.0
1.0
*

.70
.60
.60
.60

.20
*

1.0
.80
.80
.90

1.0
*
*
♦

.90
1.0
.70
.90

.74
1.0
-.15
.62

*

.80
.90
.70
.90

.80
.29
.73

.80
.80
.80
.70

.66
.57
.42

*

.70
.60
.80
.60
.70
.70
.60
.80

1.0
*

♦

*

.72
*

1.0
*

.27

*
.09
.60
*
.35
.29
*
*

Table 44
Competence for Social Action Engagement

Racism
Change
+
Variable

Sexism

No Change Change Change
Same Same
(High (Low)
)

4-

No Change

Heterosexism

Classism
Change Change

Same Same
(High) (Low)

+

'

No Change
Same Same
(High) (Low)

Change Change

No Change

-

+

Same
(High)

Same
(Low)

Change

Identifies
Problem
Accurately

2

5
(17%)

1
(3%)

22
(73%)

2
(7%)

11
(37%)

2
(7%)

14
(46%)

3
(10%)

6
20%)

4
(13%)

19
(63%)

1
(3%)

8
(27%)

1
(3%)

19
(63%)

(7%)

11
(37%)

1
(3%)

15
(50%)

3
(10%)

15
(50%)

4
(13%)

9
(30%)

2
(7%)

9
(30%)

4
(13%)

15
(50%)

2
(7%)

8
(27%)

2
(7%)

13
(43%)

6
(20%)

3
(10%)

24
(84%)

1
(3%)

1
(3%)

3
(10%)

23
(80%)

1
(3%)

2
(7%)

3
(10%)

17
(57%)

6
(20%)

4
(13%)

7
(23%)

19
(73%)

3
(10%)

1
(3%)

5
(17%)

12
(40%)

8
(27%)

5
(17%)

9
(30%)

12
(40%)

7
(23%)

2
(7%)

8
(27%)

8
(27%)

8
(27%)

6
(20%)

6
(20%)

9
(30%)

7
(23%)

8
(27%)

6
(20%)

9

12
(40%)

3
(10%)

4
(13%)

7
(23%)

15
(50%)

4
(13%)

2
(7%)

7
(23%)

15
(50%)

6
(20%)

4
(13%)

8
(27%)

12
(40%)

6
(20%)

Analyzes
Problem
Accurately
Identifies
Appropriate
Action
Strategies

Identifies
Knowledge
Accurately

Identifies
Skills
Accurately

(30%)

+ indicates percentage of students

who showed an increase; - indicates
students who showed a decrease
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Table 45
Willingness for Social Action Engagement
Sexism

Racism

Heterosexism

Classism

Change

No Change

Change

Change

No Change

+

Same Same
(High) (Low)

-

+

Same Same
(High) (Low)

-

+

Same Same
(High) (Low)

-

+

0

27
3
(90%) (10%)

0

2
(7%)

26
1
(87%) (3%)

1
(3%)

3
(10%)

18
5
(62%) (17%)

3
(10%)

4
(13%)

20
4
(67%) (13%)

12
6
(40%) (20%)

7
(23%)

11
(37%)

9
1
(30%) (3%)

9
(30%)

13
3
7
(43%) (10%) (23%)

7
(23%)

16
(53%)

2
(7%)

Variable

Change Change

No Change

Change Change

Same Change
Same
(High)

Same
(Low)

Change
-

Motivation
to Take
Action

2
(7%)

Confidence
to Take
Action

5
(17%)

+ indicates percentage of students who showed an increase; - indicates students who showed a decrease
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4
(13%)

8
(27%)

Table 46
Perception of Risk of Social Action Engagement
Racism
Change

No Change

Sexism
Change

Change

No Change

+

Same
(High)

Same
(Low)

-

+

Same
(High)

Same
(Low)

5
(17%)

22
(73%)

2
(7%)

1
(3%)

5
(17%)

22
(73%)

1
(3%)

Variable

Heterosexism

Classism
Change

Change

-

+

Same
(High)

2

5
(17%)

22
(73%)

No Change

Change

Change

Change

Same
(Low)

-

+

Same
(High)

Same
(Low)

-

2
(7%)

1
(3%)

7
(23%)

19 (
63%)

0

4
(13%)

No Change

Identify
Potentia
l Risks
Accurat

(7%)

ety

+ indicates percentage of students who showed an increase; - indicates students who showed a decrease
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Table 47
Intention for Social Action Engagement
Racism
Change

No Change

Sexism
Change Change

No Change

Classism
Change Change

No Change

Heterosexism
Change Change

No Change

Change

Variable
+
Same Same
+
Same
Same
+
Same
Same
+
Same Same
^^^^^^^(Hi°h)(Low2^^^^^^(Hi£h)(Lowi^^^(High)(Low)^^(Hi£h)(iLow)^^^

2
20
53
(7%) (66%) (17%) (10%)
likelihood to Take
7797
Action_(23%) (23%) (30%)
(23%)
Attitude toward
Taking Action

14
(46%)
15
(50%)

57
(17%) (23%)
46
(13%) (20%)

4
(14%)
5
(17%)

92
14
(30%)
(6%) (47%)
12
19
(40%)
(3%)
(30%)

+ indicates percentage of students who showed an increase: - indicates students who showed a decrease
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5
(17%)
8
(27%)

7
(23%)
16
(53%)

5
14
4
(17%) (46%) (14%)
239
(7%) (10%) (30%)

Table 48
Cross-Vignette Pre and Post Results
RACISM
VIGNETTE
Variable
REASONS FOR TAKING
ACTION

SEXISM
VIGNETTE

CLASSISM
VIGNETTE

HETEROSEXISM
VIGNETTE

XI

X2

XI

X2

XI

X2

XI

X2

Self-Oriented

43%

45%

18%

42%

47%

30%

38%

27%

Other-Oriented

47%

52%

45%

55%

55%

58%

57%

62%

Empathic

32%

37%

25%

32%

20%

22%

13%

17%

Moral and/or Spiritual

17%

17%

15%

22%

12%

12%

10%

17%

Self-Interest

3%

7%

3%

5%

3%

3%

3%

2%

Self-Oriented

47%

50%

50%

53%

30%

50%

33%

53%

Other-Oriented

18%

30%

30%

32%-

47%

32%

42%

33%

Empathic

3%

0%

5%

0%

2%

0%

3%

0%

Moral and/or Spiritual

0%

0%

2%

3%

2%

2%

3%

5%

Self-Interest

2%

0%

2%

5%

7%

5%

7%

10%

Working Against Social Justice

13%

7%

15%

7%

30%

18%

31%

18%

Working Toward Social Justice

87%

93%

85%

93%

70%

82%

69%

82%

Interpersonal

23%

23%

40%

18%

33%

40%

35%

35%

Lack of Skill

3%

3%

3%

2%

0%

1%

0%

0%

Labeled

8%

15%

7%

25%

20%

20%

18%

30%

Targeted

0%

7%

0%

7%

2%

2%

2%

2%

Abused

20%

20%

12%

13%

13%

8%

5%

2%

Excluded

5%

8%

7%

10%

8%

8%

10%

10%

Ridiculed

2%

12%

3%

10%

3%

8%

5%

7%

Social Identity

10%

5%

8%

7%

8%

8%

7%

10%

History and Contributions

17%

7%

20%

30%

3%

2%

7%

25%

Forms of Oppression

7%

13%

7%

12%

0%

5%

0%

3%

Structural Inequality

0%

2%

0%

2%

0%

0%

0%

0%

SJE Concepts

5%

23%

7%

15%

5%

18%

7%

10%

Communication Skills

15%

28%

15%

27%

18%

22%

18%

20%

Critical Thinking

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Conflict ResolutionMediation

8%

3%

8%

3%

10%

5%

10%

5%

Perspective-Taking

3%

3%

8%

3%

3%

3%

8%

3%

Building

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

2%

0%

2%

Social Action/Action Planning

3%

7%

7%

1%

3%

0%

7%

3%

REASONS FOR NOT
TAKING ACTION

TYPES OF ACTION
STRATEGIES

TYPES OF RISKS

TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE

TYPES OF SKILLS

Collaboration/Alliance
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